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intentions—and some even denying them—
may prove to be quite provoking, morally
and otherwise. SBo with peoples and nations.
The non-Russian nations in the Soviet Un-
ion have suffered too much for the very
preservation of their identities, not to men-
tlon the advancement of their aspirations.
Even the Russian totalitarians have had to
take careful notice of this undying instinct
for national self-preservation. Nationalist
symbols of the captive non-Russian nations
are adroitly exploited by the Reds both with-
in and outside the USSR.

- = - - -

Vice President Nixon, in 19566, uttered pre-

clous words when he declared: “We must be
ready to meet Soviet moves, but we must
also be prepared with all peaceful and hon-
orable means to take the initiative in ad-
vancing everywhere the cause of human free-
dom, Our record in support of the dignity
of man and the independence of peoples
needs no apologies any place in this world.”
Much the same was uttered in his acceptance
speech In July, 1960.

L] Ll L] - L]

Yes, as we have seen again and again, even

on the highest levels of our Government the
above plight exists. Our leaders in public and
private life parrot the same errors which can
only benefit Moscow. It is not necessary for
one to study intensively the histories of East-
ern Europe and Central Asla to become aware
of the fact that many different nations exist
in these areas. One does not have to become
a scholar to know that the Soviet Union
1z not a nation. For this purpose all that
is required is a quick glance at the Consti-
tution of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, and to read some of the speeches in-
tended for “home"” consumption.

Ll - - - -

Fortunately, some governmental strides are
made to offset this protracted ignorance con-
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cerning the vital captive non-Russian na-
tions in the USSR. A publication prepared by
the Legislative Reference Service of the
Library of Congress presents numerous es-
sential facts and perspectives about these na-
tions and wunequivocally states, “Western
scholars of Soviet affairs agree on the im-
perial-colonial characer of the U.S.S.R."” How-
ever, much more remains to be done.

* L] - L -

ROOT CAUSES OF MISCONCEPTIONS

But it is not surprising that few of us are
aware of how the Soviet Union was estab-
lished in the first place. The Russian image
is entirely different when the USSR is viewed
from the imperio-colonialist angle as agalnst
that containing myths spawned by Moscow.
What can one expect for this necessary ad-
Jjustment, when the minds of our young high
school students are conditioned by drivel
such as this: “Until World War II, the Soviet
Union had remained the world’s only Com-
munist-governed nation.” The Soviet Union
is not a nation, and Outer Mongolia was also
a state under so-called Communism.

- - L - .

A true orientation toward the USSR also
demands the steadfast retention of another
essential general fact, The fate that befell
independent Lithuania, Poland, Hungary, and
others in the 40’s had been the tragedy of the
similarly Independent republics of Georgla,
TUkraine, White Ruthenia, and others in the
early 20’s, Trotsky’s Red Russian Army picked
them off one by one after had been
softened up by infiltration, subversion, ideo-
logical deception, and additional techniques
of “Intensive revolution.” Many of these cold
war techniques we have been witnessing now
for years in every quarter of the Free World,
including South Vietnam.

L] - L] L] L]

Not ever to be forgotten elther is the his-

tory for freedom on the part of these non-
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Russlan nations since 1923. Including the 50’s
and 60's, there hasn't been a decade when se-
rious friction, resistance, pressure, “localism,”
and even rebellion have not scalded Moscow's
hold over these non-Russian colonies. The
data on this are simply overwhelming. Most
outstanding, of course, were the millions of
nonRussians who deserted to the supposedly
liberating Germans in Ukraine during the
earlier stages of World War II. Trotskylsm,
Bukharinism, and other threats to the Mos-
cow regime faded away long ago, but “bour-
geois nationalism" or, in our words, the drive
for national independence by these non-
Russian peoples has been persistent and is
undying. A month does not pass without some
attack against it by Moscow and its Red
dependents.
L] Ld Ed LJ *

Ukraine alone has a population of about
45 million, qualifying it as the largest non-
Russian nation both In the USSR and be-
hind the whole Iron Curtain. When the
Eremlinites speak of 177 or 182 different na-
tionalities In the USSR, they are dealing out
a myth. Small tribal units scattered about
the Arctic and in Asia can hardly be clas-
sifled as national units. On a unifylng reli-
glous basis there are about 35 million Mos-
lems who offer another point of distinction
to the little more than 110 million Russians,
Moscow distortingly exploits this fact in its
policles toward the Islamie world; we are
not even aware of it.

*® - - - -

REALITIES FOR SUPERFICIAL ACTUALITIES

Thus, it cannot be too strongly emphasized

that our crucial need is the substitution of

which is and for many years will continue
to be the primary survival base for the entire
Red Empire.

L] - L] - L

SENATE—Friday, March 22,

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., and
was called to order by the President pro
tempore.

Rev. Harvey Stegemoeller, professor,
Concordia Senior College, Fort Wayne,
Ind., offered the following prayer:

In the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Spirit.

Almighty God, we acknowledge again
that You are the Creator of all things;
especially we acknowledge our own crea-
tureliness and thus our responsibilities
before Your will and Your desire.

Our responsibilities always weigh
heavy upon us as we bear the duty to
care for Your whole creation and to stand
before You as accountable for the job
we do.

In the light of our past failures and
in the light of the realities of our trou-
bled Nation and the troubled world, we
are tempted to deny or to run away
from our challenges to serve You.

But we know You are a merciful God
and a loving Father. Our failures of the
past—all the things Iumped together in
the dark word of sin—are forgiven in
Your mercy. In the good news of Your
forgiveness made manifest in Christ
there is forgiveness and hope.

Let this forgiveness blossom into hope
in the simple and complex affairs of this
day. We can go far in this faith.

Now we commit these Senators and
their efforts to Your care.

AUTHENTICATED
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Let them be loving without being
condescending.

I;;t them be patient without being
weak.

Let them be wise without being con-
ceited.

Let them be ambitious without being
proud.

Let them be confident without be-
ing arrogant.

Let them be courageous without being
ruthless.

May the blessings of Almighty God rest
upon this Senate, this Government, this
Nation, and the world. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
day, March 21, 1968, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-~
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

1968

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a nomi-
nation on the Executive Calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
COMMISSION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Meriwether Lewis Clark
Tyler, of New York, to be alternate Fed-
eral Cochairman of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
sidered and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of the nomination.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.
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REPORT OF NATIONAL CAPITAL
HOUSING AUTHORITY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit the 1967 An-
nual Report of the National Capital
Housing Authority.

The functions of the Distriet Govern-
ment are now under the direction of a
single executive, Mayor Washington. If
the National Capital Housing Authority
is to continue to carry out its mission in
an effective manner, its operations must
be closely meshed with other District ac-
tivities relating to housing. Last week, to
assure this coordination, I signed an Ex-
ecutive Order abolishing the existing 6-
member Board of the Authority, and des-
ignating Mayor Washington to carry out
the functions of the Authority.

This change will provide unified direc-
tion of the Authority’'s activities and in-
sure the best use of our resources in pro-
viding more and better housing for eli-
gible families.

The provision of safe, decent, economi-
cal housing is one of the major objectives
of the Mayor and the City Council. Work
is progressing rapidly, for example, on
planning for a model community at Fort
Lincoln.

In the wide range of housing to be
developed for this community, public
housing will be included in a balance
with other low-income, moderate, and
higher income units.

During the past fiscal year, the Au-
thority has moved forward in a num-
ber of areas to expand the supply of
available housing:

—Through a variety of means,
privately-owned dwellings were ac-
quired and rehabilitated.

—Construction was begun on 3
projects totaling 446 dwelling units.

—The first “Turnkey’” project in the
Nation, Claridge Towers, containing
343 units was acquired and opened
for occupancy.

—The first major low-rent housing
development in Washington with all
units designed for large families
was fully occupied during the fiscal
year.

Nothing can do more to instill hope
and lessen despair for many of our
citizens than good housing. The Au-
thority now maintains over 9,000 units of
housing, but this is not adequate to meet
the urgent needs of the District. Far
more must be accomplished and in the
least possible time,

I fully expect the National Capital
Housing Authority, under the leader-
ship of Mayor Washington, to play a
leading role in making our Capital City
one to which all America can look with
pride.

Lynpon B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE House, March 22, 1968.
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TRAINING REPORT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by section 1308(b) of Title
5, United States Code, I am transmitting
a report on employees who, during Fiscal
Year 1967, participated in training in
non-government facilities in courses
that were over one hundred and twenty
days in duration and those employees
who received awards or contributions in-
cident to training in non-government
facilities.
LynpoN B, JOHNSON.
TuE WHITE HoUse, March 22, 1968.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that
on March 21, 1968, the President had
approved and signed the act (S. 889) to
designate the San Rafael Wilderness,
Los Padres National Forest, in the State
of California.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States withdrawing
the nominations of Mark C. Liddell, to
be postmaster at Southern Pines, N.C.,
and George R. Connor, to be postmaster
at Zell, S, Dak., were communicated to
the Senate,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 2029) to
amend the National Traffic and Motor
Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 relating to
the application of certain standards to
motor vehicles produced in guantities of
less than 500, with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

PETITION

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter, in the natbure
of a petition, signed by Mrs. Frances
Esther Wilkins Brown, of Rockville, Md.,
praying for a redress of grievances,
which was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HILL:

S.3213. A bill to amend the Vocational

Rehabilitation Act to extend the authoriza-
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tion of grants to States for rehabilitation

services, to broaden the scope of goods and

services available under that act for the

handicapped, and for other purposes; to the

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
By Mr. SPARKMAN:

S.3214, A bill to amend the Federal Credit
Union Act; and

S.38215. A bill to extend the authority of
domestic banks to pay interest on time de-
posits of foreign governments at rates differ-
ing from those applicable to domestic de-
positors; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when he
introduced the above bills, which appear un-
der separate headings.)

By Mr, BENNETT:

S.38216. A bill for the relief of Wu Shih~

Chang; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ELLENDER:

S.3217. A bill to extend the pilot school
breakfast program; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself, Mr.
Muskie, and Mr. BENNETT) :

§.3218. A bill to enable the Export-Import
Bank of the United States to approve ex-
tension of certain loans, guarantees, and in-
surance in connection with exports from the
United States in order to improve the bal-
ance of payments and foster the long-term
commerclal interests of the United States; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MORSE:

5. 3219. A bill to provide relocation pay-
ments to small business concerns displaced
by Federal-aid highway projects, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. MorsE when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

S, 3214—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
AMEND THE FEDERAL CREDIT
UNION ACT

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act. In general, the bill
would, first authorize the executive com-
mittee of a Federal credit union to borrow
funds; second, increase the unsecured
loan limit; third, eliminate the require-
ment that the supervisory committee
conduct quarterly audits in addition to
the annual audit; and, fourth, incorpo-
rate minor or technical changes.

The bill was transmitted by the Hon-
orable Wilbur J. Cohen, Acting Secre-
tary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, by letter dated March 21.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
along with Mr. Cohen’s letter and the
summary of its provisions be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill,
letter, and summary will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3214) to amend the Fed-
eral Credit Union Act, introduced by Mr.
SPARKMAN, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 8214

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be clted as the “Federal Credit
Union Amendments of 1968,

PERMITTING BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO AUTHORIZE
CREDIT UNION EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES TO BOR~-
ROW FUNDS
Bec. 2. The fourth sentence of section 14

of the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C.

1767) is amended by inserting *“, the bor-

rowing of funds,” immediately after “the

purchase and sale of securities” and by
striking out *, or both"”.
BEVISION OF UNSECURED LOAN LIMIT

Bec. 3. Section 15 of such Act is amended
in the following respects:

(a) The ninth sentence of such section is
amended to read as follows: “No loan shall
be made to any member which causes such
member to become indebted to the Federal
credit union in an aggregate amount, upon
loans made to such member—

*“(1) which is in excess of $200 or 10 per
centum of the credit union’s paid-in unim-
paired capital and surplus, whichever is
greater; or

*“{2) which is in excess of the smaller of
the following amounts unless such excess is
adequately secured: (A) $2,500, or (B) an
amount equal to (1) 214 per centum of the
credit union’'s pald-in unimpaired capital
and surplus or (ii) $200 if greater.”

(b) The last sentence of such sectlon is
deleted.

ELIMINATING REQUIREMENT OF QUARTERLY
AUDITS SUPPLEMENTING THE ANNUAL AUDIT:
TECHNICAL AND CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS
SEc. 4. (a) The first sentence of section 16

of such Act is amended to read as follows:

*“The su committee shall make or

cause to be made an annual audit and shall

submit a report of such audit to the board of
directors and a summary of such report to
the members at the next annual meeting of
the credit union; shall make or cause to be
made such supplementary audits as it deems
necessary or as may be ordered by the Direc-
tor, and submit reports of such supplemen-
tary audits to the board of directors; may by
& unanimous vote suspend any officer of the
credit union or any member of the credit
committee or of the board of directors, until
the next members’ meeting, to be held not
less than seven nor more than fourteen days
after such suspension, at which meeting such
suspension shall be acted upon by the mem-
beru. amimaymnbysmajorltyvouaspe-
of the members to consider any
vm:aﬂonotmiaut.thechsrter or the by-
laws, or any practice of the credit union
deemed by the supervisory committee to be
unsafe or unauthorized.”
(b) The second sentence of such section 1s
amended by inserting “a majority vote of”
immediately before “the board of directors”.

The letter and summary of provisions
presented by Mr. SpaRKMAN, are as fol-
lows:

DEPARTMENT oF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
March 21, 1968.
Hon. JoHN SPARKMAN,
Chairman, Commitiee on Banking and Cur-
rency, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CHAmMAN: Enclosed 1s a draft
bill—“Federal Credit Union Amendments of
1968"—which we are transmitting to the
President of the Senate. This bill would make
a number of needed improvements in the
Federal Credit Union program. There is also
enclosed an analysis of the proposed amend-
ment.

Sincerely,

WiLsUR J. COHEN,
Acting Secretary.

SoMMARY OF FEDERAL CREDIT UNION
AMENDMENTS OF 1968
In General, this bill would amend the Fed-
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.)
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to: (1) authorize the executive committee of
a Federal credit union to borrow funds; (2)
increase the unsecured loan limit; (3) elimi-
nate the requirement that com-~
mittee conduct quarterly audits in addition
to the annual audit; and (4) incorporate
minor or technical changes.

Permitiing the executive commitiee to bor-
row funds: Sec. 14 presently grants the ex-
ecutive committee power to Invest funds of
the credit union and to approve applications
for membership. A suitable and complemen-
tary extension of this authority would be to
permit the committee to borrow funds as
well. Such an arrangement would ellminate
the present necessity of convening a meet-
ing of the full board of directors to authorize
the borrowing of funds in cases where prior
authority has not been voted.

Increasing the unsecured loan limit: Pres-
ent law in Sec. 15 provides for an unsecured
lending limit of $750. This limit was set
in 1959. Since that time, consumer credit
practices and the general economic climate
have combined to make this limit un-
realistically low if Federal credit unions are
to serve their members equitably. Lending
by Federal credit unions has always been
based primarily on the abllity of the
borrower to repay his debt and on his
character, with collateral being a less sig-
nificant factor. Taking into account the
need to update the 1959 limit, it is proposed
that Federal credit unions be given the
authority to make unsecured loans on the
following basis: to establish a minimum
limit of $200 for small Federal credit unions,
and a maximum of §2,500 for larger Federal
credit unions, together with a percentage
scale based on 2% % of the credit union’s
unimpaired capital and surplus. Federal
credit unions with unimpaired capital and
surplus of $8,000 or less would have an un-
secured lending limit of $200, while Federal
credit unions with unimpaired capital and
surplus of $100,000 and up would have a
limit of $2,600. The application of the 214 %
formula would have the effect of reducing
the amount of unsecured loans in Federal
credit unions having unimpaired capital
and surplus of less than $30,000, and would
imore properly relate such loans to the
average size loans made by Federal credit
unions in this asset category, and to their
abllity, based on reserves, to assume un-
secured risks. The proposed amendment
would permit the management of small
FPederal credit unions to adjust to the con-
cept of unsecured lending as their institu-
tions grow; as the managercent becomes
more expert ln assessing credit worthiness,
and as the credit union matures, the extent
of the lending may be increased until the
$2,500 ceiling is reached. The proposal there-
fore increases the flexibility provided Fed-
eral credit union officials while establishing
desirable guldelines for smaller institutions,

Elimination of mandatory quarterly audits:
Sec. 16 requires supervisory committees to
conduct quarterly audits in addition to the
annual audit of the Federal credit union's
affairs. Experience is showing that the re-
quirement of conducting audits on a quar-
terly basis places a heavy burden on the
members of the supervisory committee while
at the same time the requirement does not
appear to have any more beneficial effect on
Federal credit union operations. The. pro-
posed amendment would require the com-
mittee to conduct at least one audit annu-
ally. Provision is also made, however, for the
Director of the Bureau of Federal Credit
Unions, or for the committee itself, to provide
for additional audits if either deems it neces-

Minor and technical amendments: The bill
also contains a number of minor and tech-
nical changes In Sec. 16. They would: (1)
eliminate any reference to an examination
by the supervisory committee, since exami-
nations are separate and distinct from audits
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and are the function of the Bureau of Fed-
eral Credit Unions; (2) explicitly provide
that the audit report that is submitted to
the membership at the next annual meeting
is a summary of the audit and not the com-
plete report, which rightfully should have a
more limited eirculation; (3) delete the words,
“corporation” and “shareholders” where they
appear and substitute “credit union™ and
“members* tively, making such lan-

guage uniform throughout Sec. 16; and (4)

make explicit that suspension of a super-
visory committee member is possible by a
majority vote of the board of directors, thus
eliminating any possible confusion over the
present reference to action “by the board of
directors.”

5. 3215—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
EXTEND AUTHORITY OF DOMES-
TIC BANKS TO PAY INTEREST ON
TIME DEPOSITS OF FOREIGN GOV-
ERNMENTS AT RATES DIFFERING
FROM THOSE APPLICABLE TO
DOMESTIC DEPOSITORS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill to extend for 3 years the
authority of domestic banks to pay in-
terest on time deposits of foreign gov-
ernments at rates differing from those
applicable to domestic depositors. The
authority will expire on October 15, 1968.

The bill was transmitted on the 18th
of March from the Secretary of the
Treasury, Henry H. Fowler.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of this bill along with the letter from
Secretary Fowler and a comparative type
showing changes in existing law made
by the proposal be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill,
letter, and comparative type showing
changes in existing law made by the bill
will be printed in the Recorbp.

The bill (S. 3215) to extend the au-
thority of domestic banks to pay interest
on time deposits of foreign governments
at rates differing from those applicable
to domestic depositors, introduced by
Mr, SpARKMAN, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee
on Banking and Currency, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 3215

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Siates of
America in Congress assembled, That the
last sentence of subsection (j) of section
19 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.B.C. 371b)
is amended to read as follows:

“The provisions of this paragraph shall
not apply to the rate of interest which may
be pald by member banks on time deposits
made after October 15, 1962 and prior to
October 15, 1971 by forelgn governments,
monetary and financial authorities of for-
eign governments when acting as such, or
international financial institutions of which
the United States is a member.”

Sec. 2. The last sentence of subsection (g)
of section 18 of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) is amended to
read as follows:

“The provisions of this subsection shall
not apply to the rate of interest which may
be paid by member banks on time deposits
made after October 15, 1962 and prior to
October 15, 1971 by foreign governments,
monetary and financial authorities of foreign
governments when acting as such, or inter-
national finanecial institutions of which the
United States is a member,”
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The letter and comparative type show-
ing changes in existing law made by the
bill are as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1968.
Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PREsIDENT: There is transmitted
herewith a draft of a proposed bill. “To ex-
tend the authority of domestic banks to pay
interest on time deposits of foreign govern-
ments at rates differing from those applicable
to domestic depositors’.

The proposed legislation would extend for
three years the authority of member banks of
the Federal Reserve System, and banks in-
sured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration, to pay rates of interest on time
deposits of foreign governments and mone-
tary authorities without limitation by regu-
latory ceilings applicable to time deposits
generally. The authority was originally
granted for a three year period by P.L. 87-827,
approved October 15, 1962, and extended for
another three years by P.L. 89-79, approved
July 21, 1965. Thus, the authority will expire
on October 15, 1968.

This measure complements the program
announced by the President on January 1,
1968 to bring our balance of payments into
equilibrium—or close to equilibrium—in the
year ahead. Its baslc purpose is to encourage
foreign officlal institutions to hold dollars in
the United States. By making time deposits
more attractive to these Institutions, this
legislation makes management of our bal-
ance of payments deficit easier and avolds
outflows of gold that might otherwise occur.

Our conslderable experience with this legis-
lation shows that it is an important mone-
tary tool. From September 30, 1962 just prior
to the enactment of this law through Decem-
ber 20, 1967, foreign official time deposits in-
creased from less than $2 billion to almost
85 billlon. Particularly in recent years, the
exemption from Regulation @ ceilings pro-
vided by this legislation has frequently been
invoked. There can be no doubt that a
significant volume of foreign officilal funds
has been attracted to this investment outlet
by the availability of higher interest rates
through this legislation.

The legislation is, accordingly, a necessary
element in the kit of tools needed to deal
with our complex international monetary
problems. It is most important that our
banks continue to be assured of a position
permitting them, in changing circumstances,
to compete for foreign official deposits and
be able to retain what they now hold. It
has proved useful without adversely affecting
our domestic banking system since the higher
rates payable under this legislation have no
significant impact on the general structure
of domestic interest rates.

It should be noted that the draft bill would
slightly modify the present language of the
statute. The purpose of the modification is
to make clear that the higher rates of in-
terest can continue to be paid with respect
to any time deposit made prior to the expira-
tion date set forth in the statute even though
the term of the time deposit may extend be-
yond that expiration date.

It would be appreciated if you would lay
the proposed bill before the Senate. A simi-
lar proposed bill has been transmitted to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives,

There is enclosed for your convenient ref-
erence a comparative type showing the
changes in existing law that would be made
by the proposed bill.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there would be
no objection to the presentation of this leg-
islation to the Congress and that its enact-
ment would be consistent with the Admin-
istration’s objectives.

Sincerely yours,
HeENrRY H. FOWLER.
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CoMPARABLE TYPE SHOWING CHANGES IN
ExisTiNG Law MADE BY BILL

({Changes in existing law made by the hill
are shown as follows: existing law proposed
to be omitted is enclosed in black brackets;
new matter in italies.)

sECTION 18(j) OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT
(12 v.s.c. 371b)

Sec. 19(j). The Board may from time to
time, after consulting with the Board of Di-
rectors of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation and the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, limit by regulation the rates of inter-
est which may be pald by member banks on
time and savings deposits. The Board may
prescribe different rate limitations for differ-
ent classes of deposits, for deposits of differ-
ent amounts or with different maturities or
subject to different conditions regarding
withdrawal or repayment, according to the
nature or location of member banks or their
depositors, or according to such other rea-
sonable bases as the Board may deem desir-
able in the public interest. No member bank
shall pay any time deposit before its matur-
ity except upon such conditions and in ae-
cordance with such rules and regulations as
may be prescribed by the said Board, or waive
any requirement of notice before payment of
any savings deposit except as to all savings
deposits having the same required: Provided,
That the provisions of this paragraph shall
not apply to any deposit which is payable
only at an office of a member bank located
outside of the States of the United States and
the District of Columbia. [During the period
commencing on Oectober 15, 1962, and end-
ing on October 15, 1968, the] The provisions
of this paragraph shall not apply to the rate
of interest which may be paid by member
banks on time deposits made after October
15, 1962 and prior to October 15, 1971 [of]
by foreign governments, monetary and finan-
cial authorities of foreign governments when
acting as such, or international finanecial in-
stitutions of which the United States is a
member.

SECTION 18(g) OF THE FEDERAL DEPOSIT IN-
SURANCE ACT (12 U.S.C. 1828(g))

Sec. 18(g). The Board of Directors shall by
regulation prohibit the payment of interest
on demand deposits in insured nonmember
banks and for such purposes it may define
the term “demand deposits”; but such ex-
ceptions from this prohibition shall be made
as are now or may hereafter be prescribed
with respect to deposits payable on demand
in member banks by section 19 of the Federal
Reserve Act, as amended, or by regulation of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System. The Board of Directors may
from time to time, after consulting with
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System and the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board, limit by regulation the rates of
interest or dividends that may be paid by
insured nonmember banks (including in-
sured mutual savings banks) on time and
savings deposits. The Board of Directors may
prescribe different rate limitations for differ-
ent classes of deposits, for deposits of differ-
ent amounts or with different maturities or
subect to different conditions regarding
withdrawal or repayment, according to the
nature or location of insured nonmember
banks or their depositors, or according to
such other reasonable bases as the Board of
Directors may deem desirable in the public
interest. The Board of Directors shall by reg-
ulation define what constitutes time and sav-
ing deposits in an insured nonmember bank.
Such regulations shall prohibit any insured
nonmember bank from paying any time de-
posit before its maturity except upon such
conditions and in accordance with such rules
and regulations as may be prescribed by the
Board of Directors, and from waiving any
requirement of notice before payment of
any savings deposit except as to all savings
deposits having the same requirement. For
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each violation of any provisions of this sub-
section or any lawful provision of such regu-
lations relating to the payment of interest
or dividends on deposits or to withdrawal
of deposits, the offending bank shall be sub-
ject to a penalty of not more than $100,
which the Corporation may recover for its
use, [During the period commencing on Oc-
tober 15, 1962, and ending on October 15,
1968, the] The provisions of this subsection
shall not apply to the rate of interest which
may be paid by insured nonmember banks
on time deposits made after October 15, 1962
and prior to October 15, 1971 [of] by foreign
governments, monetary and financial author-
ities of foreign governments when acting as
such, or international financial institutions
of which the United States is a member."”

S. 3218—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
RELATING TO THE BALANCE-OF-
PAYMENTS DEFICIT

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President I
would like to discuss one of our Nation's
most important problems and what we
must do about it. The problem is our
international balance-of-payments defi-
cit, and the need is to bring it into
equilibrium.

Our balance of payments—the sum
total of all our trade and financial re-
lations with the rest of the world—has
been in deficit for 17 of the last 18 years.

This has not always been a problem,
but it is a serious one today—one that
both defies quick or easy solution and
requires better understanding by the
publiec.

To the average person, our balance-
of-payments position has little or no
meaning and relevance. Yet, in one way
or another, it affects us all, regardless of
our walk of life.

Our payments problem is of vital con-
cern to all because on its resolution de-
pends the strength or weakness of the
dollar and in turn the economic health
and well-being of this Nation and the
free world.

For a time our deficits were favorable
in finanecially helping the world to re-
cover from the Second World War. To-
day, these deficits are no longer needed
nor are they welcomed. The time now
has come for decisive action to deal with
this problem in a forceful, but sound and
balanced way.

THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL

The President has taken an important
step in this direction. He recommended
legislation to the Congress to increase
our exports. This action is essential if
this Nation is going to correet its bal-
ance-of-payments deficit. The President
recommended that Congress:

Allocate $500 million of the Exporf-
Import Bank’s existing authority as a
special funds to finance a broadened
program to sell American goods in for-
eign markets; and

Approve promptly the $2.4 million sup-
plemental approriation which I submit-
ted on March 11. This will enable the
Commerce Department to launch a 5-
year program to promote American ex-
ports.

Both recommendations are important.
Last year, the United States exported
some $30 billion worth of products—the
highest in our history. The trade surplus
resulting from that commerce was about
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$3.5 billion—large but far from large
enough. As the President said:

Our concern must now be to improve the
record as part of a long-term program to keep
the dollar strong and to remove the tem-
porary restraints on the flow of capital
abroad.

The $500 million allocation would
finance export transactions not covered
by the Bank’s present program. As a re-
sult, this step would assist American
firms who now sell only within the United
States to expand their markets and send
their goods abroad. Second, it would
make available to American firms export
financing more competitive with that
provided by other major trading nations

and especially suited to developing new
markets.

Mr. President, the President’s pro-
posal is an integral part of his January
1 action program to correct our balance-
of-payments deficit. Under this program
we have begun to correct our payments
problem and now we must continue to do
so with this new export proposal.

The gold crisis of the last several days
makes it crystal clear that we must
take every action possible to protect the
dollar, Our fundamental problem is the
Nation’s balance-of-payments deficit and
it is vital that we correct it.

To appreciate fully the payments prob-
lem confronting us, some background
may be helpful. The United States is the
most produetive, and strongest nation in
the world. Our dollar is a prinecipal world
currency, or as it is frequently known, a
reserve currency—and, in fact, the lead-
ing reserve currency. The other reserve
currency has been the British pound.
Nations primarily use the dollar to con-
duct trade and hold it as part of their
financial reserves along with gold and
the pound sterling. As our economy has
continued to grow, so has the dollar's
importance in world trade and com-
merce, with the result that the United
States is the world’s banker and the dol-
lar is the cornerstone of the international
monetary system.

In the world’s marketplaces, the United
States takes in money and pays it out.
These foreign transactions are important
to our economic well-being and the free
world’s.

Money goes out of the country through
overseas Government expenditures on
foreign and military aid which are neces-
sary for world peace and security. Money
also flows away from our shores through
private investments and loans in foreign
lands as well as through spending abroad
by American tourists.

This outflow of money is offset by the
money we take in from the exports of our
goods and services together with invest-
ments, travel and other spending in this
country by foreigners.

When the inflow and outflow of money
are equal we then have a balance in our
international payments. But when we
spend more than we take in then the re-
sult is a deficit.

This is just what we have had, not for
1, 2, or 3 years, but for 17 of the last 18
years. It has become, in short, a chronic
deficit, cumulating year after year, de-

positing more and more excess dollars
overseas.
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Some or all of these excess dollars re-
ceived by foreigners are sold to their cen-
tral banks. These institutions can use
these dollars in a variety of ways—in-
cluding holding them as monetary re-
serves or buying gold from the United
States. The result: Gold has been drain-
ing away from our shores into foreign
coffers in ever-increasing amounts;
whereas we had some $22 billion in gold
reserves in 1959, today we have less than
$12 billion.

There is the well-rounded fear in many
quarters that unless balance can be re-
stored to our international payments and
the drain on our gold halted, the dollar,
the international monetary system, and
the world's economy will be in serious
danger in the long run.

OUR HISTORY OF DEFICITS

The history of our payments deficits
date back to the early postwar years;
then they were desirable and welcome.
First, our deficits did help bring about a
necessary redistribution in the world’s
gold reserves and supplemented them
dollars, Moreover, our deficits supplied
monetary reserves to foreign countries—
principally European—which had been
depleted to finance the war and postwar
reconstruction.

In more simple terms, these deficits—
or the flow of U.S. capital to Europe—
contributed to the European “economic
miracle” and the smooth transition to
European economic unity by permitting
many old barriers to the international
movement of goods and capital to be dis-
mantled.

These early deficits which averaged
about $1 billion a year from 1951 to 1957
caused us no trouble. Foreign monetary
authorities were content to hold onto
thtleclir dollars and not convert them into
gold.

In 1958 and 1959 our payments deficit
swelled to more than $3.5 billion an-
nually and were accompanied by large
outflows of gold. By 1951, the desirable
consequences of our deficits were clearly
being outweighed by undesirable conse-
quences.

There was no longer a shortage of dol-
lars; on the contrary, foreign official
monetary authorities became reluctant
to hold increasingly large amounts of
their international reserve assets in the
form of dollars, and this began to pose a
real and unacceptable threat to the
strength of the dollar. As a result, be-
ginning in 1961, the U.S. Government
took action to improve the balance of
payments. Steps were taken to increase
exports, hold down U.S. purchases of for-
eign securities and to increase foreign
purchases of U.S. securities.

In addition, under the measures in-
stituted during the early 1960s we began
to “tie” all of our foreign aid programs to
U.S. procurement, and we reduced the
foreign exchange cost of our other major
Government expenditure item, our mili-
tary deployments, by a variety of tech-
niques, and reduced capital outflows
through a program of voluntary re-
straint. Lastly, we improved our basic
trade position through a remarkable rec-
ord of price stability coupled with eco-
nomic growth.

Through 1965, this program made good
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progress despite such unfavorable devel-
opments as the Berlin crisis with the
necessary buildup of forces adding to the
dollar outflow. Our deficit, as it worked
out, was cut by two-thirds—from $3.9
billion in 1960 to $1.3 billion in 1965.

The direct and indirect consequences
of the buildup in Southeast Asia toward
the end of 1965 interrupted our progress
toward payments equilibrium. In 1967,
the situation worsened.

Our foreign exchange expenditures for
Vietnam inereased further, outflows of
capital for private loans and investments
abroad rose and our “travel deficit”
widened substantially.

On top of this came the British deval-
uation in November of 1967. It had a
major immediate effect of sharply in-
creasing our balance-of-payments deficit
during the fourth quarter, and posed a
longer term threat to our payments posi-
tion and the future strength and sound-
ness of the dollar.

According to the experts, the devalua-
tion of sterling brought the balance-of-
payments problem to a very serious stage.
It resulted in a loss of confidence in cur-
rencies and was accompanied by a large
outflow of foreign funds from the United
States and a burst of speculative buying
of gold. This was a threat not only to the
dollar but to the international monetary
system as a whole.

The Senate responded to this threat by
freeing our gold stock and making it
available to repel the speculators. As floor
leader of the bill, I said that while the
gold cover removal was important it was
but one step of a series that would be
needed to assure stability in the dollar
and the international monetary system.

The Governors of the central banks
of the gold countries took another step
this weekend in Washington. They
agreed to get out of the private gold
market. Gold transfers between central
banks will continue at $35 an ounce but
the gold reserves of the free world will
not be available to the speculators.

The results have been most encourag-
ing. Order has been restored to the in-
ternational monetary system. The dollar
remains as the reserve currency. It has
survived a trying test. However, if inter-
national confidence in the dollar is to
continue more needs to be done. We must
put our fiscal house in order at home and
abroad.

The bill I introduce today is another
step in that direction. It will facilitate
Eximbank assistance to American ex-
porters and help restore a balance in our
international payments position, As
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, and in conjunction with
the able subcommittee chairman, the
Senator from Maine [Mr. MuskIE], and
the ranking minority member of the
committee, and Senator from Utah [Mr.
BeNNETT], I am hopeful that we shall be
able to move promptly on the bill so that
it will be ready for floor action soon.

With the implementation of the resolu-
tion adopted last September in Rio de
Janeiro for creating special drawing
rights by the International Monetary
Fund, the world will be assured of an
adequate supply of reserves without the
necessity of depending on continued
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U.S. deficits. The time has come, it would
seem to me, when decisive measures to
eliminate the payments deficit are neces-
sary and desirable.

PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM DESERVES BACKING

It is for these reasons that I feel the
administration deserves full support for
its determined program to bring our in-
ternational payments into balance and to
protect the dollar. As a part of the
tough balance-of-payments program an-
nounced by the President in January, the
bill I introduce today is another of the
steps that must be taken to defend the
dollar and the free world's monetary
system which it supports.

Mr. President, I introduce, for appro-
priate reference, a bill to enable the
Export-Import Bank of the United States
to approve extension of certain loans,
guarantees, and insurance in connection
with exports from the United States in
order to improve the balance of payments
and foster the long-term commercial in-
terests of the United States, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill along
with the letter of the President trans-
mitfing the bill be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
and letter will be prinfed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 3218) to enable the Export-
Import Bank of the United States to ap-
prove extension of certain loans, guar-
antees, and insurance in connection with
exports from the United States in order
to improve the balance of payments and
foster the long-term commercial interests
of the United States, introduced by Mr.
SrargMAN (for himself, Mr. MUSKIE, and
Mr. BENNETT), was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorb, as follows:

8. 3218

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

BectiOoN 1. (a) It is the policy of the Con-
gress that the Export-Import Bank of the
United States should facilitate through loans,
guarantees, and insurance (including coin-
surance and reinsurance) those export frans-
actions which, in the judgment of the Board
of Directors of the Bank, do not meet the
test of reasonable assurance of repayment as
provided in section 2(b) (1) of the Export-
Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended, but
which, in the judgment of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Bank, should nevertheless be
financed, guaranteed, or insured in order to
improve the balance of payments and foster
the long-term commercial interests of the
United States.

(b) The Bank shall specially designate
such loans, guarantees, and insurance on the
books of the Bank. In connection with guar-
antees and insurance, not less than 25 per-
cent of the related contractual liability of
the Bank shall be taken into account for the
purpose of applying the limitation imposed
by section T of the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945, as amended; but the full amount of
the related contractual liability of such
guarantees and insurance shall be taken into
account for the purpose of applying the limi-
tation in section 2(ec) (1) of that Act, con-
cerning the amount of guarantees and in-
surance the Bank may have outstanding at
any one time thereunder. The aggregate
amount of loans plus 25 percent of the con-
tractual lability of guarantees and insur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ance outstanding at any one time under this
Act shall not exceed $500 million.

Sec. 2. In the event of any losses, as deter-
mined by the Board of Directors of the Bank,
incurred on loans, guarantees, and insurance
extended under this Act, such losses shall be
borne by the Bank up to an aggregate
amount not exceeding $100,000,000 and any
losses in excess thereof shall be borne by
the Secretary of the Treasury. Reimburse-
ment of the Bank by the Secretary of the
Treasury on defaulted loans and payments to
discharge the Bank's liabilities on guaran-
tees and insurance in excess of the afore-
sald $100,000,000 shall be from funds made
available pursuant to Section 3 of this Act.
All guarantees and insurance issued by the
Bank shall be considered contingent obliga-
tions backed by the full faith and eredit of
the Government of the United States of
America.

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Becretary of the Treasury
without fiscal year limitation such amounts
as may be required to cover any losses exceed-
ing $100,000,000 incurred by the Bank as a
result of loans, guarantees, and insurance
extended under this Act.

Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as a limitation on the powers of the
Bank under the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945, as amended; ‘and except as provided
in this Act, all loans, guarantees, and insur-
ance extended hereunder shall be subject to
the provisions of sald Export-Import Bank
Act of 1945, as amended.

The letter, presented by Mr. SPARK-
MAN, is as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, March 20, 1968.
Hon. HueerT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PresmeENnT: In this letter I ask
the Congress to take further steps to im-
prove America’'s balance of payments posi-
tion. That position is the hinge of the dol-
lar's strength abroad and the soundness of
the Free World monetary system.

Both actions I recommend today will help
to increase America’'s exports—a vital ele-
mient in the balance of payments equation,

I urge the Congress to:

Allocate $500 million of the Export-Import
Bank's existing authority as a special fund
to finance a broadened program to sell Amer-
ican goods in forelgn markets,

Approve promptly the $2.4 million supple-
mental appropriation which I submitted on
March 11. This will enable the Commerce
Department to launch a 6-year program to
promote American exports.

Last year, the United States exported some
$30 billion worth of products—the highest in
our history. The trade surplus resulting from
that commerce was about $3.5 billion—large
but far from large enough.

Our concern now must be to improve that
record as part of a long-term program to
keep the dollar strong and to remove the
temporary restraints on the flow of capital
abroad.

For more than three decades, the Export-
Import Bank has effectively encouraged the
sale of American goods abroad. Through
loans, guarantees and insurance, it has fi-
nanced billions of dollars in U.S. exports—
the products of our farms and factories. But
new competitive conditions in world trade
demand added scope and flexibility in the
Bank’s operations.

The $500 million allocation I am requesting
will finance export transactions not covered
under the Bank's present program. It will:

Support the determined efforts of the en-
tire business community to expand exports.

Assist American firms who now sell only
within the United States to expand their
markets and send their goods abroad.

Make available to American firms export
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financing more competitive with that pro-
vided by other major trading nations and
especially suited to developing new markets,

To achieve the greatest benefit from this
new export financing plan, I will establish an
Export Expansion Advisory Committee,
chaired by the Secretary of Commerce, to
provide guidance to the Board of Directors
of the Export-Import Bank.

The Kennedy Round has added a new and
exciting dimension to the expansion of trade
opportunities for American business. We
must be prepared to take full advantage of
these and other opportunities now unfolding
in foreign commerce, I believe that a long-
range and sustained promotional program
can go far to stimulate the flow of American
exports.

In my Fiscal 1969 Budget, I requested a
$25.7 million appropriation to launch such a
program. In order to get an Immedlate start,
I asked the Congress last week for a $2.4 mil-
lion supplemental appropriation for Fiscal
1968. With these funds, we can participate in
more trade fairs, establish Joint Export As-
soclations for various industries, conduct
marketing studles, and take other steps to
stimulate the growth of sales abroad.

The new authority for the Export-Import
Bank and the supplemental appropriation
for export promotion will relnforce our trade
position. These measures will help business
firms penetrate and secure new foreign
markets and provide the follow-on services
to expand their position in these markets.

I urge the Congress to take prompt action
on these requests.

The threat posed by our balance of pay-
ments deficlt is immediate and serious and
requires concerted action.

We have been moving in a number of ways
to counter that threat and to carry out the
program I announced on January 1, 1968.

The proposals in this letter to increase our
exports are part of a national balance of
payments strategy.

‘We have already acted to:

Restrain the flow of direct investment
funds abroad, and foreign lending by banks
and other financial institutions.

Reduce the number of government per-
sonnel in overseas posts, curtail government
travel abroad, and negotiate new arrange-
ments to lessen the impact of military ex-
penditures overseas,

Initiate discussions with other counftries
on actions to improve our trade position.

Launch a new program, in cooperation
with private industry, to attract more
forelgn visitors to these shores. As part of
this program, I have asked for a supplemental
appropriation of $1.7 million to strengthen
the U.S. Travel Service.

Remove the outmoded and unnecessary
gold cover in legislation which I signed
yesterday.

Reach an agreement with our six active
gold pool partners to halt speculative attacks
on gold reserves.

Further measures await Congressional ac-
tion.

One is the elimination of obsolete and
burdensome visa requirements which now
discourage forelgn travelers from visiting
our land.

Another is legislation to reduce the expend-
itures of Americans traveling abroad.

Finally, tLere is the anti-inflation tax—
the most critical measure of all. This tax—
one penny on every dollar earned—is the
best investment Americans can make for
fiscal responsibility at home and for a strong
economiec position abroad.

The nations of the world look to us now
for economic leadership. The fabric of inter-
national cooperation upon which the world's
postwar prosperity has been built is now
threatened. If that fabriec Is torn apart, the
consequences will not be confined to foreign
countries—but will touch every American.
We must not let this happen. Prompt enact-
ment of the tax bill will be clear and con-
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vincing proof of our leadership and an exer-
clse of our responsibility.
The hour is late. The need is urgent.
I call upon the Congress to act—now.
Sincerely,
LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I join
ir the cosponsorship of this proposal to
set aside from existing authority of the
Export-Import Bank an amount of $500
million or about 3.7 percent of present
authorizations in a special fund to be
used for loans and insurance of loans
which do not meet the present loan and
insurance requirements of the Export-
Import Bank.

Just last week, we took action to re-
move the 25 percent gold cover from our
currency because it became necessary
to meet the demands on our gold as a
result of our domestic fiscal budget defi-
cits and the deficits in our international
accounts, That action, though opposed
by many, in my view was necessary, but
as I stated at the time and as was agreed
to by all who discussed the matter, ac-
cording to my recollection, it only pro-
vided an opportunity for basic action to
bring about equilibrium in our balance
of payments and a responsible expendi-
ture-receipt relationship in our Federal
budget. These two ends may be in the
long run future stability and strength
of this country equal to, if not greater
than, the possession of sufficient mili-
tary ecapacity to deter aggressors. We
must maintain a strong economy or we
are powerless to affect the tide of world
development. We must maintain a strong
dollar or our position of world economic
leadership will erumble.

In our efforts to enlist the resources of
the private sector to contribute even
more to a favorable balance of payments,
there are two approaches which in my
view are not equal alternatives.

The one approach which has seemed
to receive the most emphasis in the past
few years is that of restricting the out-
flow of capital, limiting the foreign in-
vestment that can be made by private
U.S. firms, requiring repatriation of
earnings, imposing reduced quotas on
the value of goods that can be brought
into this country duty free by citizens
who have traveled in foreign countries,
and taxing travel expenditures. These
actions in my view are self-defeating and
result in a diminution of the freedoms
which I feel have been basic to the posi-
tion of eminence which we have as a
people in the world today.

In other words, I feel that the other
alternative of allowing and encouraging
our private economy to do what it can
do best is the only real contribution that
we can or should expect from the pri-
vate sector.

Our exports of goods and services dur-
ing 1967, according to preliminary fig-
ures, reached nearly $46 billion, the
highest level in our history. The balance
on goods and services, however, totaled
only $4.8 billion when imports were sub-
tracted, the lowest surplus since 1960.
‘While a surplus of nearly $5 billion may
seem to be a pretty good record for the
private sector of our economy, and I be-
lieve that it is, it is not sufficient to off-
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set Federal expenditures which are being
made, whether each of us agrees with
them or not. Just 4 years ago, our fa-
vorable balance on exports and imports
of goods and services was nearly $8.5 bil-
lion. Many factors go into determining
our imports and exports. Among the
more important are the income levels,
wage rates, price levels, and degree of
prosperity of our economy as compared
to our trading partners. It is necessary
that we do what we can to see that these
factors move in a favorable direction
rather than deteriorate, but in addition
to these is the important element of ex-
port financing.

Most of our exports are financed
through regular private channels, and
that is how it should continue to be.
However, there are opportunities to de-
velop export markets which have not
been seized upon, because the financing
was too risky for the private sector to
undertake without some government
backup and insurance. Financing of
U.S. exports is not deficient by most
absolute standards, but I believe there
are opportunities to do better. From re-
ports of American businessmen engaged
in international trade, we find evidence
that we may be losing opportunities now
for worthwhile sales which require fi-
nancing with a distinet—but accept-
able—degree of risk.

‘We presently have the exporter credit
program at the Export-Import Bank as
well at its companion, the foreign credit
insurance program. Managed through
commercial banks and insurance agents
throughout the country, these programs
serve a vital segment of our export in-
dustry, and these loans conform fo the
Export-Import Bank loan standard of
only making loans that have a “reason-
able assurance of repayment.”

The traditional Export-Import Bank
criteria established over the years to
cover a broad range of circumstances for
making loans may not, however, always
be the most appropriate criteria in terms
of our balance-of-payments objectives.
The export expansion facility which this
proposal would bring about would sup-
plement our financing facilities by pro-
viding more risk tolerant credit than
that which is normally provided through
the established Export-Import Bank
programs.

In 1966, the Action Committee on Ex-
port Financing—the Douglas Commit-
tee—of the National Export Expansion
Council proposed the creation of a na-
tional interest fund in the Export-Import
Bank which would permit Eximbank to
support U.S. exports on the basis of less
stringent credit judgments than called
for by existing Eximbank standards. The
purpose of that proposal and of the pro-
posal which I am now cosponsoring
would be to encourage the expansion of
exports in difficult markets, to maintain
and expand existing export markets
against aggressive and effective competi-
tion, and to establish a foothold in new
markets where the potential for fol-
low-on sales is high.

The facility would finance, guarantee,
and insure credits relating to exports
which are in the balance-of-payments
interests of the United States but which
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may not meet Eximbank’s statutory re-
quirements of “reasonable assurance of
repayment” as ordinarily determined.

Access to the facility would be limited
to export transactions that have been
determined ineligible for financing
and/or guarantee by commercial banks,
as well as by the Eximbank, and for
which financing by other U.S. Govern-
ment agencies is neither appropriate nor
available. Applications would be reviewed
in terms of the prospective balance-of-
payments benefits and costs to the United
States. Foreign aid would clearly not be
an objective of the facility. Indeed, the
activities of the facility could very well
detract from, rather than assist, our ef-
forts to reach equilibrium in our balance
of payments if it were to be used in that
way. Transactions made under this new
authority would carry interest rates and
maturities similar to competitive export
financing of other industrial countries
and generally in line with Eximbank's
present terms.

Applications for financing and guar-
antees would be received via Eximbank
from exporters, commercial banks, or
foreign borrowers. It is my understand-
ing that in an effort to share the risk with
the private community, and as a means
of preselection, transactions would nor-
mally involve some exporter participation
and perhaps a downpayment as well. All
applications would first be examined and
processed by Eximbank personnel and
considered by the Eximbank Board. Ap-
plications that give promise of increasing
our exports currently and for follow-on
orders but that did not meet Eximbank
standards would be referred to the fa-
cility.

I believe this broadening of authority
in the Export-Import Bank can be justi-
fied on four counts:

First. Some export-oriented loans
which do not offer “reasonable assurance
of repayment” may nonetheless be in the
national interest because of their poten-
tial balance-of-payments contribution.

Relatively high risk loans fall into two
categories: First, the credit worthiness of
the customer is not absolutely first rate
and he is unable—or competition does
not require him—to find an acceptable
guarantor in his own country; and/or,
second, the customer is located in a coun-
try where the transfer risk is substantial
in relation to the Export-Import Bank's
credit exposure from past loans.

Of course, it is not envisioned that the
export expansion faeility would comply
with all requests for credit that it re-
ceived. Reasons for refusing to grant
credit might include: First, a good likeli-
hood that the credit would not be re-
paid—export loans not expected to be re-
paid would be nothing but grants and a
frustration of this bill's purpose; and,
second, further export potential of the
same product or in the same market does
not exist and thus the additionnl risk
will not provide enough and additional
follow-on reward.

Second. There are some potential ex-
port credits in this range—not safe
enough to be “sure things,” yet attrac-
tive enough to be “acceptable risks.”
These could involve credits to developed
countries just as readily as less-devel-
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oped countries. Down payments and re-
payment within 5 years should be in-
volved commonly. There might also be
occasion for loans more similar to Exim-
bank’s usual project loans.

Third. In addition to its direct short-
term contribution to the balance of pay-
ments, the facility promises longer term
benefits by helping American firms to
penetrate and secure markets abroad and
to insure follow-on sales. Additional ex-
ports today help to stimulate further ad-
ditions in the future.

The performance of the facility would
be evaluated by its contribution to the
balance of payments and not by its in-
come statement. It is my understanding
that a loss ratio of 2 to 3 percent is ex-
pected, and that this may be offset
through loan and guarantee incorae.
Whether the rate of loss exceeds or falls
short of this estimate will be a measure
of the degree of risk being taken by the
Bank in this program. Once suitable con-
tacts and arrangements have been estab-
lished through this program, then regu-
lar guarantees through the Export-Im-
port Bank and the financing resources
of the private market should be able to
carry on from there, without the assist-
ance of this program.

Fourth. The proposed facility has prec-
edents abroad, a good historical back-
ground in the United States, and wide
support in the private sector. Both
United Kingdom and Canada have spe-
cial funds for national interest export
lending. Repeated support has been given
to this concept in the United States by
the National Export Expansion Council
and its action committees. Representa-
tives of the business community with
whom I have spoken give support to this
measure, viewing it as tangible evidence
of a realistic approach to the promotion
of exports and as a logical complement
to increased export expansion efforts by
the Department of Commerce without
any increase in authorized Federal ex-
penditures.

In a letter of March 20 of this year
the President stated that he “will estab-
lish an Export Expansion Advisory Com-
mittee, chaired by the Secretary of Com-
merce, to provide guidance to the Board
of Directors of the Export-Import Bank”
in their use of the authority provided in
this bill. I feel that it is extremely im-
portant that the makeup of that ad-
visory committee be such that the stress
on this program will be on insurance and
guarantees and that it will stress future
export potential to be brought about by
the loans and guarantees made under
the authority granted in this bill,

I also expect that this expansion will
not in any way be used to fill a gap made
necessary by the restrictions that have
been made on the activities of private
lending institutions, Certainly, no bene-
fit is to be gained and a great detriment
would occur through replacing private
loans with Government loans.

I hope that we may hear the views of
those interested in this legislation in the
near future, that we in the committee
make any changes necessary for its
proper operation, and that it will receive
early committee approval,
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the junior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Fannin], I ask unanimous consent
that, at its next printing, the names of
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomI-
nick], the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Ervin], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansenl, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Hatrierpl, the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Horrannl, the Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. THUR-
monp]l, and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower] be added as cosponsors of the
bill (8. 3212) relating to the authority of
the States to control, regulate, and
manage fish and wildlife within their
territorial boundaries.

These names were inadvertently
omitted from the bill as introduced.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the junior Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr]l be
added as a cosponsor of the bill (S.1336)
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to allow a deduction from gross
income for social agency, legal, and re-
lated expenses incurred in connection
with the adoption of a child by the tax-
payer,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREwsTER], the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLArRK], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. Hansewn], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Inou¥yEel, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-
NEDY], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Lowg], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGoverN], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanporLrr], and the Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]
be added as cosponsors of the bill (8.
2170) to amend title 10, United States
Code, to equalize the retirement pay of
members of the uniformed services of
equal rank and years of service, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the senior Senator
from Nevada [Mr. BisLe] be added as a
cosponsor of the bill (S. 3149) to amend
section 302(e¢) of the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, to permit em-
ployer contributions for joint industry
promotion of products in certain in-
stances or a joint committee or joint
board empowered to interpret provisions
of collective-bargaining agreements.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RESOLUTION

ADDITIONAL PRINTING OF SENATE
REPORT NO. 1006, 90TH CONGRESS

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey sub-
mitted the following resolution (5. Res.
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269) ; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:
8. Res. 269

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, three thousand additional copies of
the 1968 report of its Subcommittee on Mi-
gatory Labor entitled “The Migratory Farm
Labor Problem Iin the United States” (S.
Rept. No. 1006, Ninetieth Cong.).

EXCISE TAX RATES—AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT NO. 659

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit today an amendment to the excise
tax bill, HR. 15414, which will offer
equity with incorporated business to the
unincorporated small businessman or
partnership.

In the 5-year phased “speed-up” of
collections to current status as passed by
the House, the present $100,000 exemp-
tion from estimated tax for corpora-
tions was reduced to $40, the same
amount allowed as exemption for indi-
viduals. A Finance Committee amend-
ment, with which I wholly agree and
which I had drafted and discussed with
committee staff, follows established prec-
edent in order to benefit small business,
raising the $40 figure to $5,500 or the
22 percent normal fax amount on a $25,-
000 corporate income. This change will
cost the Treasury no money, but will give
a greater benefit to incorporated busi-
ness.

But many businesses are unincorpo-
rated. Yet they have fully as great a
need, and often even greater, for the
kind of assistance the bill now contains
for incorporated businesses. These unin-
corporated businesses, whether a “mom
and pop” store, a small factory employ-
ing only eight or 10 persons, or a pro-
fessional man in business as a dentist,
for example—these businesses and part-
nerships are now taxed at individual in-
come tax rates rather than corporation
rates.

The amendment I offer today, will
offer equity to unincorporated businesses
as well as incorporated businesses by giv-
ing the same $5,500 exemption where
two-thirds or more of the individual’s
income subject to estimated tax is de-
rived from “the active conduct of a trade
or business.”

Since these persons presently have
only a $40 exemption as individuals, the
$5,500 would be a corresponding offset to
the purpose of the administration bill,
namely, to speed up and make current
tax collections. Recognizing that to make
this all effective immediately would di-
minish sharply the intended Treasury
effect of the bill, the amendment safe-
guards the situation by applying exactly
the reverse of the change from $100,000
to $5,500 for corporations, which will be
a phaseout of exemptions—“transitional
exemption"—over a 5-year period. In
other words, this corollary effort to
achieve equity will involve reverse
“transitional exemption” of $1,100 the
first year, $2,200 the second, and so on
throughout the same 5 years, in a phase-
in whose method corresponds to the
other. Thus the effect on Treasury re-
ceipts will be minimized, and at the end
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of 5 years there will be a fuller equality
as between incorporated and unincor-
porated business.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment
may be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and will lie on the table; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REcorbp.

The amendment (No. 659) is as fol-
lows:

On page 16, after line 17, insert the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 4. Exemption from estimated tax for
individuals engaged in trade or
business.

“{a) Declaration of Estimated Tax.—Sec-
tion 6015(c) (defining estimated tax in the
case of individuals) is amended by striking
out paragraph (3) and inserting In lleu
thereof the following:

“+(3) the sum of—

“‘(A) the amount which the individual
estimates as the sum of any credits against
tax provided by part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1, and

“‘(B) in the case of an individual whose
estimated income from the active con-
duct of a trade or business for the taxable
year is at least two-thirds of the total esti-
mated gross income from all sources for the
taxable year—

(1) $1,100, in the case of a taxable year

in 1969.
**(i1) $2,200, in the case of a taxable year
in 1970,
* *(ii1) #3,300, in the case of a taxable year
in 1971,
“ *(iv) 4,400, In the case of a taxable year
beginning in 1972, and

“ ‘(v) $5,600, in the case of a taxable year
beginning atter 1972

“(b) Fallure by Individual to Pay Esti-
mated Tax.—Sectlon 6654(f) (relating to
computation of tax for purposes of determin-
ing underpayment of estimated tax) 1is
amended by striking out paragraph (3) and

in lieu thereof the following:

“*(8) the sum of—

“*(A) the credits agalnst tax provided by
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1, other
than the credit agalnst tax provided by sec-
tion 81 (relating to tax withheld on wages),
and

“*(B) In the case of an individual whose
gross Income from the active conduct of a
trade or business for the taxable year 1s at
least two-thirds of the total gross income
from all sources for the taxable year—

**(1) $1,100, in the case of a taxable year
beginning in 1969,

*f(ii) $2,200, in the case of a taxable year

ginning in 1970,

“**(1i1) 3,300, in the case of a taxable year
beginning in 1971, -

“ ‘(iv) $4.400, in the case of a taxable year

in 1972, and

“‘(v) $5,500, in the case of a taxable year
beginning after 1972."

“(c) Effective Date.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1968.”
> “Renumber succeeding sections of the

m.’!

AMENDMENTS NOS. 660 AND 661

Mr. JAVITS submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 15414) to continue the
existing excise tax rates on communica-
tion services and on automobiles, and to
apply more generally the provisions re-
lating to payments of estimated tax by
corporations, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 662

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware (for him-
self and Mr. SMATHERS) submitted an
amendment, in the nature of a substi-
tute, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 15414, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 663

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for him-
self and Mr. SmaTHERS) submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to House bill 15414, supra,
which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

ENROLLED BILL: AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, March 22, 1968, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bill and
joint resolution:

5. 454. An act for the rellief of Richard E.
Jones; and

8.J. Res. 72, Joint resolutlon to provide for
the deslgnation of the second week of May
g‘rr 1968 as “Natlional School Safety Patrol

eek".

INTERNATIONAL HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND LABOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE TO HOLD HEARINGS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President, I
am pleased to announce that the Spe-
cial Subcommittee on International
Health, Education, and Labor Programs
will hold its first hearings on April 25
and 26.

The first business of this subcommit-
tee will be 8. 1779, a bill which I have
introduced to establish a quasi-govern-
mental corporation to provide open sup-
port for private activities in health, edu-
cation and related welfare fields.

We will be particularly interested in
three areas: first, the nature, amount,
and effectiveness of current international
activities by private organizations; sec-
ond, the need for governmental assist-
ance; third, the role of an independent
agency such as the Foundation proposed,
in increasing both the guality and quan-
tity of the private sector’'s effort.

The skills that our private sector, par-
ticularly our youth, has developed
through community help programs here
and abroad reach vital world problems
like education, labor, food production,
and health care.

The cumulation of these skills give us
an invaluable resource and that resource
carries with it a responsibility to share it
with the developing areas of the world.
The question is whether this national
responsibility will be met. The Govern-
ment is constantly cutting back its sup-
port in this area and I am informed that
it is increasingly difficult to raise funds
from our largest foundations and corpo-
rations.

This subcommittee will be particularly
interested in determining what existing
Government agencies and others will do
to support our private organizations’ ef-
forts because we are determined that
their need will be met.

I ask unanimous consent that my bill,
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8. 1779, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

8. 17719

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

ESTABLISHMENT OF FOUNDATION

SectroN 1. (a) There is hereby established
as an independent agency of the Govern-
ment an International Health, Education,
and Labor Foundation (herelnafter referred
to as the “Foundation™).

(b) The Foundation shall be composed of
a Director and an International Health, Edu-
catlon, and Labor Council (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Council”).

{c) The purposes of the Foundation shall
be establish and conduct an international
health, education, and labor program under
which the Foundation shall provide open
support for private, nongovernmental activi-
ties in the fields of health, education, and
labor, and other welfare fields, deslgned—

(1) to promote a better kmowledge of the
United States among the peoples of the
world;

(2) to increase friendship and understand-
ing among the peoples of the world; and

(8) to strengthen the capaclty of the other
peoples of the world to develop and maintain
free, independent socleties in thelr own
nations.

DIRECTOR OF FOUNDATION

8kc. 2. (a) The Foundation shall be headed
by a Director who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The person nominated
for appointment as the Director shall be a
distinguished citizen who has demonstrated
exceptional qualities and abllities necessary
to enable him to successfully perform the
functions of the office of the Director.

(b) The Director shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate prescribed for level II of the
Executive Schedule under section 5311 of
title 5, United States Code, and shall serve
for a term of five years.

(c) The Director, with the advice of the
Councll, shall exercise all of the authority
granted to the Foundation by this Act and
shall serve as chief executive officer of the
Foundation.

COUNCIL

Src. 3. (a) The Council shall consist of
eleven members to be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The persons nominated
for appointment as members of the Council
(1) shall be eminent in the flelds of educa-
tlon, student activities, youth activities, labor,
health, scientific research, or other fields
pertinent to the functions of the Founda-
tion; (2) shall be selected solely on the basis
of established records of distinguished serv-
ice; and (3) shall not be officers or employees
of the Government of the United States. The
President is requested, in the making of nom-
inations of persons for appointment as mem-
bers, to give due consideration to any reec-
ommendations for nomination which may be
submitted to him by leading private associa-
tions, institutions, and organizations con-
cerned with private activities in the fields of
health, education, and labor, and other wel-
fare flelds related to the purposes set forth
in the first sectlon of this Act.

(b) The term of office of each member of
the Council shall be slx years except that
(1) the terms of the members first appointed
shall expire as designated by the President,
three at the end of two years, four at the
end of four years, and four at the end of
six years after the date of enactment of this
Act; and (2) any member appointed to fill a
vacancy shall serve for the remainder of the
term for which his predecessor was ap-
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pointed. No member shall be eligible for re-
appointment during the two-year period fol-
lowing the expiration of his term.

(c) The members of the Council shall re-
celve compensation at the rate of $100 for
each day engaged in the business of the
Foundation and shall be allowed travel ex-
penses as authorized by section 5703 of title
5, United States Code.

(d) The President shall call the first meet-
ing of the Council and designate an Acting
Chairman. The Board shall, from time to time
thereafter, select one of its members to serve
as Chairman of the Council,

(e) The Council shall meet at the call of
the Chairman, but not less than once every
six months. Six members of the Council shall
constitute a quorum.

(f) The Council (1) shall advise the Direc-
tor with respect to policies, programs, and
procedures for carrying out his functions,
and (2) shall review applications for finanecial
support submitted pursuant to section 4 and
make recommendations thereon to the Di-
rector. The Director shall not approve or
disapprove any such application until he has
received the recommendation of the Council
thereon, unless the Council fails to make a
recommendation on such application within
a reasonable time.

(g) The Council shall, on or before the 31st
day of January, of each year, submit an an-
nual report to the President and the Congress
summarizing the activities of the Council
during the preceding calendar year and mak-
ing such recommendations as it may deem
appropriate. The contents of each report so
submitted shall promptly be made available
to the publie.

GRANTS IN SUFPORT OF FRIVATE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 4. (a) To effectuate the purposes of
this Act, the Director is authorized, subject
to section 3(f), to make grants to private,
nonprofit agencies, associations, and organi-
zations organized in the United States, to
public or private nonprofit educational insti-
tutions located in the United States, and to
individuals or groups of individuals who are
citizens of the United States not employed
by the Government of the United States, a
State or political subdivision of a State, or
the District of Columbia, for the purpose of
enabling them to assist, provide, or partici-
pate in international activities, conferences,
meetings, and seminars in the field of health,
education, and labor, and other welfare fields
related to the purposes set forth in the first
section of this Act. No portion of any funds
granted under this section shall be paid by
the Director, or by any reciplent of a grant
under this section, to support any intelli-
gence-gathering activity on behalf of the
United States or to support any activity car-
rled on by any officer or employee of the
United States.

(b) Each grant shall be made by the Di-
rector under this section only upon applica-
tion therefor in such form and containing
such information as may be required by the
Director and only on condition that the re-
cipient of such grant will conduct openly all
activitles supported by such grant and make
such reports as the Director may require
solely to determine that the funds so granted
are applied to the purpose for which appli-
cation is made.

(1) The Director shall develop procedures
and rules with respect to the approval or
disapproval of applications for grants under
this section which will provide, insofar as
practicable, an equitable distribution of
grants among the various applicants for such
grants and types of activities to be supported
by such grants, but which will assure that
grants will be made to those qualified recipi-
ents most capable of achieving a successful
or significant contribution favorably related
to the purposes set forth in the first section of
this Act. In grants under this sec-
tion, the Director shall not impose any re-
quirements therefor or conditions thereon
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which impair the freedom of thought and
expression of any recipients or other bene-
ficlaries of such grants.

{(d) The Director may (1) pay grants in
such installments as he may deem appropri-
ate and (2) provide for such adjustment
of payments under this section as may be
necessary, including, where appropriate,
total withholding of payments.

PUBLIC REFPORTS BY DIRECTOR

SEec. 6. The Director shall, on or before the
31st day of January of each year, submit an
annual report to the President and the Con-
gress setting forth a summary of his activi-
ties under this Act during the preceding
calendar year. Such report shall include a
list of the grants made by the Director dur-
ing the preceding calendar year; a statement
of the use to which each recipient applied
any grant received during the preceding cal-
endar year; and any recommendations which
the Director may deem appropriate. The con-
tents of each report so submitted shall
promptly be made available to the public.

GENERAL AUTHORITY

Sec. 6. The Director shall have the au-
thority, within the limits of funds available
under section 9, to—

(1) prescribe such rules and regulations as
he deems necessary governing the manner
of the operations of the Foundation, and its
organization and personnel;

(2) appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as may be necessary to en-
able the Foundation to carry out its func-
tions under this Act, without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service and the provisions of chapter 51
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such
title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates: except that the salary of
any person so employed shall not exceed the
maximum salary established by the General
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code;

(3) obtain the services of experts and
consultants from private life, as may be re-
quired by the Director or the Council, in
accordance with the provisions of section
3109 of title 5, United States Code;

(4) accept and utilize on behalf of the
Foundation the services of wvoluntary and
uncompensated personnel from private life
and reimburse them for travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem, as authorized by section
5703 of title 5, United States Code;

(5) receive money and other property do-
nated, bequeathed, or devised, by private,
nongovernmental sources, without condition
or restriction other than that it be used for
any of the purposes of the Foundation; and
to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such
property in carrying out the purposes of
this Act; and

(6) make other expenditures necessary to
carry into effect the purposes of this Act.

PROHIBITION AGAINST REQUIRING INTELLIGENCE
GATHERING

Sec. 7. No department, agency, officer, or
employee of the United States shall request
or require any recipient or any other bene-
ficiary of any grant made under this Act to
obtain, furnish, or report, or cause to be ob-
tained, furnished, or reported, any informa-
tion relating, directly or indirectly, to any
activity supported by such grant, except as
is (1) provided by section 4(b) of this Act
or (2) authorized under law in the case of
any information directly relating to the vio-
lation of any criminal law of the United
States by such recipient or beneficiary.

INDEPENDENCE FROM EXECUTIVE CONTROL

Sec. 8. (a) Determinations made by the
Director and the Council in the discharge
of their functions under this Act shall not
be subject to review or control by the Presi-
dent or by any other department, agency,
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(b) The provisions of subchapter II of
chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code
(relating to administrative procedure), and
of chapter T of such title (relating to judi-
cial review), shall not apply with respect to
the exercise by the Director or the Council
of their functions under this Act.

APPROPRIATIONS

SEc. 9. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the Foundation such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act, except that the aggre-
gate of such sums appropriated prior to
June 80, 1972, shall not exceed $100 million.
Sums appropriated under this section shall
remain available until expended.

e ——

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE JU-
DICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to, and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Wilbur H, Dillahunty, of Arkansas, to be
U.S. attorney, eastern district of Arkansas,
for a term of 4 years, vice Robert D. Smith,
Jr., resigned.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the committee, in writing, on
or before Friday, March 29, 1968, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nomination, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear
at any hearing which may be scheduled.

AMENDMENT OF THE COMMUNICA-
TIONS ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 997, 8. 3135.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be stated by title.

The AssISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (8. 3135) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 by extending the au-
thorization of appropriations for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

8. 3135

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States O,f
America in Congress assembled, That para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 396(k) of the
Communications Act of 1934 are each
amended by striking out *"1968" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1969".

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1017), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL
S. 3135 is in the nature of a technical

officer, or employee of the Gover t.

d t to the Public Broadcasting Act
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of 1967. When the act was adopted, section
396(k) (1) provided for an authorization of
$9 million for the activities of the Corpora-
tion for the fiscal year 1968, In view of the
fact that the Corporation is only now being
organized, it would not be practical to ex-
pect an appropriation of the funds authorized
for fiscal 1968 at this late date, S. 3135 takes
ce of this situation by changing the
authorization from fiscal 1968 to fiscal 1969.
Insofar as the long-range financing of the
corporation is concerned, the President in-
dicated in his message on education that the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, and the
Board of Directors for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting will be working with
the appropriate congressional committees to
formulate long-range financing plans.
No other provision of the Public Broadcast-
ing Act of 1967 is affected by this legislation.

REQUEST FOR PERMANENT SUB-
COMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
TO MEET DURING SENATE SES-
SION—OBJECTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Committee on Government Operations be
authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I had
hoped that committees would not seek
the opportunity to meet during the ses-
sion, because I believe it is imperative
that we dispose of the pending resolution,
and Senators should not be encumbered
with committee meetings. I am terribly
reluctant to object, but I think I should,
in the interest of expedition of the work
here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
BrewsTER in the chair). Objection is
heard.

LOWERING THE VOTING AGE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
New Hampshire primary was an event of
real significance, not because of who won
or who lost in what party but because,
to a large degree, it bridged the genera-
tion gap and brought about a construc-
tive participation of our younger citizens,
many of whom, because they are not old
enough to vote, do not take the demo-
cratic process seriously. I hope and expect
that this participation will spread to all
50 States in the weeks and months ahead.

These younger Americans showed a
personal and vital interest in the affairs
of Government marked in this instance
by the overriding issue of Vietnam.
They raised their voices, lifted their
arms, and expressed their hopes. They
proved that their generation is inter-
ested in the affairs of Government, and
they worked hard to make that apparent.
The one factor missing was that—even
though they were most personally con-
cerned—many did not have the right to
express their personal choice through
the exercise of the franchise because of
their age, Our younger citizens know they
are vulnerable; they know that they can
be called on to serve. They know they are
up front, and they are prepared to carry
out their constitutional responsibilities
under the Constitution. They know that
if they are called to serve, it will be be-
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cause of policy made and laid down by
their elders. The intense interest shown
by our younger citizens in the New
Hampshire primary, as understandable
as it is, is exemplary and encouraging.

If other States will not follow the lead
of Georgia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Ken-
tuecky in lowering the voting age, it seems
to me that it is up to the Federal Gov-
ernment, through Congress, to assume
that responsibility and to give prompt
consideration to Senate Joint Resolution
8, which would allow 18-year-olds the
right to vote through an amendment to
the Constitution. Therefore, I most ur-
gently request the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee to start hearings as soon as pos-
sible on Senate Joint Resolution 8, to
report it, and then to give the Senate,
and eventually the House, the oppor-
tunity to debate it and to make its judg-
ment known—a judgment which I would
hope would be in the affirmative.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, years
ago, I became interested in this subject
and pursued it with some diligence, and
then introduced a resolution for a con-
stitutional amendment. However, no ac-
tion was had, and I am delighted to con-
cur in what the majority leader has said.

I had hoped that the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Amendments could con-
vene and take quick action and report
this matter to the full committee, so that
we may get it to the Senate floor for dis-
cussion and approval.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It was my privilege,
to join with the minority leader in in-
troducing legislation seeking to effect,
by constitutional amendment, the right
of 18-year-olds to vote. We believe that
this is long overdue, and that if these
youngsters are to be called upon to carry
out policy, they should have a voice in
the making of that policy; and to achieve
that voice, they must have the franchise.

Such legislation is long overdue, and I
hope that the words of the distinguished
minority leader and myself will be taken
to heart and that this matter will be
given immediate and prompt considera-
tion.

VIETNAM

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, recently
there has been a great deal of discussion
both here and in the other body con-
cerning our involvement in the struggle
now going on in Vietnam. There have
been many calls for the Vietnamese
themselves to shoulder a larger share of
the burden. There have been numbers
who have questioned the wisdom of our
continuing to assist as we have a gov-
ernment said to condone corruption and
a people seemingly unwilling to mateh
with sacrifice their desire for freedom.

On Thursday evening—Saigon time—
President Nguyen Van Thieu addressed
his nation by radio and television on
these subjects. He discussed the steps
that have been taken and are to be taken
to assist the citizenry to rebuild their
homes and lives following the offensive
launched against them by the Vietcong
and the North Vietnamese during the
Tet holiday.
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I have received a copy of a translation
of that speech as it was delivered. It is,
in my belief, a remarkable document. It
stands as a commitment to the Vietnam-
ese and to the world as to what Presi-
dent Nguyen Van Thieu and his gov-
ernment intend to accomplish. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of his
speech be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Dear compatriots, today I would like to
speak to you about the progress in the re-
lief work.

As of today, the number of refugees in
the entire nation has been reduced to 405,-
000. In comparison with the figure of 700,-
000 last month, it has decreased by 300,000,
because security has been re-established in
the suburban areas and normal life re-
turned to the towns and cities.

Up to now, the essential items distributed
to the refugees include:

20,000 tons of rice

800,000 cans of condensed milk

280,000 cans of meat

140,000 cans of fish

37,000 tons of dried fish

80,000 blankets

19,000 mosquito nets

In addition, there are other essential items
distributed to the refugees such as sugar,
fish sauce, and clothes.

The amount of money which the gov-
ernment made avallable to the provinces for
relief is 274 million plasters.

In the capital itself, the number of re-
fugees which on March 1 was 160,000 in 78
centers has been now reduced to 78,000 in
54 centers. All the public schools utilized
as refugee centers have now become free
again. A limited number of private schools
which have not yet been returned to thelr
former use, will be so before the end of this
month, so that the puplls and students can
resume their studies at the beginning of
April.

As for the amount of relief supplies, I
would like to recall that, for the time being,
the government maintains the pre-estab-
lished criteria:

In Hue, each family whose house has been
damaged receives 10,000 plasters, 20 large
iron sheets, and 10 bags of cement.

In Saigon and in the town of Gia Dinh,
each family whose house has been damaged
recelves 10,000 piasters, 10 large iron sheets,
and 10 bags of cement.

In other areas in the nation each family
whose house has been damaged receives
5,000 piasters, 10 large iron sheets, and 10
bags of cement.

Those who still remain in the refugee
centers continue to receive their daily rice
rations until they receive their allowances
in money, iron sheets and cement to return
to their former homes.

In some areas, the refugees receive addi-
tional food items such as milk, sugar, fish
sauce, etc. . . . aside from their rice rations
which are indispensable in every case. Those
who have not yet received their allowances
in money, iron sheets and cement, but who
have already left the refugees centers to live
temporarily in the houses of their relatives,
continue to recelve their rice rations until
further notice by the government. Aftar the
results of the one month fund drive. are
known, the central relief committee will
study the possibility of further help to the
I‘Bﬂlsm-

I mention the various rellef items to be
distributed to the refugees in order for
everybody to know what he is entitled to,
and to avoid possible malpractices by mem-
bers of the organizations implementing this
program.

I shall severely punish all malpractices
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relative to this relief program, because I
consider them not only as inhuman acts but
also as sabotage against a very important
national undertaking, and as possible acts of
connivance with the enemy.

Concerning the allowances of money, iron
sheets and cement to the refugees, the gov-
ernment will do its best to expedite their
distributions, and I have already given in-
structions to local authorities to distribute
these items Immediately to the refugees as
soon as they are received from the central
government.

In Hue, the first distribution of relief sup-
plies to 500 families has been done 3 days

ago.

In Salgon, it has been done to 300 fam-
illes In the 6th, Tth, and 8th precincts. In
Can Tho, distribution has been made to 200
families. From now on, the distribution will
be made more rapidly, with the achievement
of the census.

As for the authorization to rebuild the
houses in the provinces, I know that some
provincial suthoritles are not expeditious.
Therefore I reiterate the following preclse
instructions:

First, those who want to rebuild or repair
their houses by themselves, or who wish to
leave the refugees centers to return to their
former houses in order to rebulld them,
whether or not they have received allowances
in money, iron sheets and cement, should
receive prompt authorization from the local
authorities. The procedure for such authori-
zations should be achieved in one day or
two, not in one week or 10 days, with undue
difficulties as pretexts for requests of bribes.

Becond, in the provinces, the problem of
zoning and esthetlc restoration should not be
posed. To be realistic, authorization should
be given to those who want to rebuild on
the foundations of their former houses. In
particular, the houses which remain intact
should not be bulldozed away. In the areas
inhabited by low income families, which lack
elementary sanitary conditions, and are ex-
posed to dangers of accidental fires, some
roads should be built or broadened just
enough to ameliorate the health conditions
and to assure protection against fire. The
owners of the few houses which happen to
be situated on the locations of these new
roads should receive in compensation from
the government another piece of land, if pos-
sible near the former houses.

Finally, I would like to recall to the pro-
vinclal authorities that, in the relief program,
I pay special attention to the administration
of the refugee centers, and the severe pun-
ishments will be meted out in case of abuses,
I have mentioned many times to the province
chiefs that the administration of these cen-
ters should be well organized, and confided
to trustworthy and honest senior officlals
with the help of local organizations. Next to
it is the problem of honesty and integrity,
and strict control of the honesty and integ-
rity of the officlals of the lower echelons:
all those who commit abuses will be brought
before the courts, and they will receive no
indulgence.

After the problem of rellef and assistance,
I would like to address to you today on some
problems relating to the two main flelds in
the Nation.

The efforts in our military struggle.

The efforts for reforms in some other areas.
The efforts in our struggle against the Com-
munist aggression.

As I have sald many times before, the
Communists and their instrument the so-
called NLF have been determined to win
this year some Important military victory
in order to obtaln some political advantages
at the conference table. If they fail In this
attempt they will try to return to the rural
areas to take over manpower and resources,
to contlnue the sabotage for some more time,
even though they cannot win decisively. The
Communists are not stronger than before,
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but they will take risks in putting all their
remaining forces in their last attempts this

ar.

So far the Communists have suffered very
heavy losses, 53,637 casualties since their
Tet offensive while our forces and allied forces
suffered only 6,700 casualties. In spite of this,
the Communists surely will risk once again in
an even bolder fashion. Therefore, we must
be determined to put an end to their dreams
of aggression. We are determined to wreck
their plans,

We will not let the Communists win this
year, or any other year.

Our army has fought bravely, and today,
on every battlefield, has counterattacked and
regained initlative.

The population has refused any coopera-
tion with the Communists. The Army, the
civil servants, cadres, no one betrayed the
nation and defected to the enemies, and that
is a bitter failure for them, and that has
caused the Hanol regime and its tools in the
south to review their whole policy.

Our allies, especially American forces, have
helped us greatly, they have also made con-
siderable sacrifices, and inflicted heavy losses
on the enemy.

Our allles in the free world will give us
more military and economic assistance. But
for our part, I think that we must make
greater efforts and accept more sacrifices
because, as I have sald many times, this is
our country, the existence of our mnation is
at stake, and this is mainly a Vietnamese
responsibility.

‘We must demonstrate that we deserve their
support, and gain the respect of other na-
tions.

Therefore, the Government decides first
of all to reinforce the combat capability in
every way to efficiently meet the situation, so
that on the one hand we will be able to pro-
tect the provinces and districts, and on the
other, to attack and destroy the enemy, to
protect and rebuild the rural areas.

I have decided to increase the Armed
Forces by 135,000 men in the first phase.
This measure must be carried out urgently.
This requires the mobilization of more age
groups, first of all the 19 and 18 year olds,
and the recall of veterans under 33 years of
age with less than 6 years of military serv-
ice. The Department of Defense is implement-
ing these measures.

So far the results are very encouraging:

38,000 youths of 19 years of age have re-
celved their draft cards since February 14,
and 3,282 youths have been inducted in the
first phase.

40,000 youths of 18 years of age will be
drafted during May and June 1968.

11,626 Reservists of all ranks have joined
the Armed Forces and 8,000 additional Re-
servists will join in the next phase.

The number of draftees during the last
two and a half months are 26,5688 persons, and
the volunteers during the same perlod are
21,962,

In short, the number of youths who have
enthusiastically jolned the Army is greater
than at any other time.

To complement the program for Increase of
defense forces, we have also started accelerat-
ing the training of civil servants, students,
and school boys in all the country. Up to
now, 16,000 civil servants and students have
received military training.

Along with this, the organization of self-
defense groups among the clvilian popula-
tion has made great progress: as of today,
there are 495 units consisting of 69,543 mem-
bers, and the number of weapons issued
amounted to nearly 10,000.

Meanwhile, the revolutionary development
program planned for the year of 1968 is still
being implemented, and the government de-
cides to press it forward because the rural
areas should be considered essential. The
Regular Army, Regional Forces, and RD
Cadres are coming back to a counterattack
in the rural areas, to destroy the enemy who
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take advantage of the Tet occasion when our
Army and Cadres were busy in the defense
of the cities, to try to control a number of
hamiets.

I am completely confident that, with our
increased military efforts, with the enthusi-
asm displayed by our youths in jolning the
armed forces to destroy the enemy, with the
active support and cooperation given to our
armed forces by the civilian population, and
the completion of our self-defense
tions, we shall defeat the Communists in
spite of their efforts and their audacity.

The efforts for improvement in some other
areas. In the normalization of daily activities.
During the recent Tet events, a number of
industrial plants were destroyed by the Com-
munists, and during the fights which oc-
curred during the Communist attacks and
ocupation, in order to bring back all the
activities to the normal situation, the govern-
ment has decided to establish a “production
rehabilitation fund” and a “war risk insur-
ance fund” in order to help the industrialists
to reconstruct their plants.

The government is also making efforts to
protect the waterways and roads all over our
Nation so that, the national commercial and
economic actlvitles do not suffer from the
events,

I have severely forbidden the construction
of sumptuous houses in order to reserve labor
and resources to relief requirements and to
the reconstruction of the houses of war
victims.

I have given strict instructions to all local
authorities to close definitely the dancing-
bars and the disgulsed night clubs which are
harmful to our good moral traditions and
deprave our youths. The outdoors markets
for smuggled and stolen goods are also to be
closed.

On the problem of corruption, I have con-
sidered it to be a shame for the whole nation
and the population. Corruption is the major
obstacle that hinders every improvement of
the soclety and the progress of the nation.
I know that the eradication of corruption is a
very difficult task that requires much courage,
many efforts and great patience. But I am
determined to push vigorously the anti-cor-
ruption program, and I am sure that all the
citizens of good will in the nation will help
me in what can be considered the problem
of the nation.

I will not pass up any infraction, and in
order to start in the right direction, I shall
not treat with indulgence any clearly estab-
lished case of corruption, especially the
abuses committed in the relief program, in
the present and in the future.

The 40 cases of corruption, bribes, embez-

‘glement, which the Prime Minister has pre-

sented to you on March 14, include military
officers as well as civil servants. The punish-
ments vary from death and prison sentences
by the courts to disciplinary measures such
as suspension of functions and removal from
offices. These punishments will be strictly
carried out, The remaining cases will also be
dealt with severely, in an exemplary manner.

I trust that thése measures against cor-
ruption will be pursued in a continued fash-
ion, and will not have a demagogic, spec-
tacular and temporary character, and in par-
ticular will be just and impartial.

Finally, to improve the efficlency of the
governmental machinery, I have decided:

To invite a number of experienced and
respected personalities, who have had records
of struggle for the national cause and who
have political and technical capabilities, to
participate in national affairs as my advisers.

To establish, under my personal direction,
a “national planning council” to study, pre-
pare, and supervise the implementation of
national plans in all areas, in the present
war time as well as after the war.

To establish under my personal direction
a “committee for administrative reforms” to
study, make declsions, and implement all
reforms relating to the entire governmental
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machinery from the central government to
local administrations, This committee will
review entirely the responsibilities, organiza-
tions, functionings, procedures as well as
the numerlcal sizes, capabilities, and statutes
of clvil servants. The purpose is to build an
efficlent, healthy and especially an honest
and dedicated administration, worthy of serv-
ing the people. I have already mentioned this
plan to you in my election platform and in
the government program. I am determined to
carry out this task.

I have started with some recent reforms
to improve some basic criteria and ameliorate
the quality of the personnel, but much re-
mains to be done, and energetic, clean-out
measures will be necessary.

In the last 4 months and a half, there
have been already 69 officials in the provinces
who have been replaced to Iimprove the
efficiency of the administration and to better
serve the population. The training courses
and improvement courses for province chiefs
and district chiefs have been organized, and
will continue to be organized, in order to
increase the efficiency of the administration

mentioned.

I have just decided to transform the direc-
torate general of information into a ministry
to push forward more vigorously our in-
formation programs in the country as well
as overseas, to carry out more energetically
psychological warfare to meet more ener-
getically the challenge of communist prop-
aganda and political warfare, to explain
more clearly our positions and the righteous-
ness of our cause in the struggle to defend
freedom and peace for mankind.

IMPROVEMENT OF OUR INTERNA-
TIONAL BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
BY AIR TRAVEL

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, one of
the very pressing problems facing our
Nation is the balance of payments.

There have been many suggestions in
regard to improving our international
balance-of-payments position and air
travel is one of them.

If Americans flew to Europe on U.S.
airlines as much as Europeans flew to the
United States on their own national car-
riers, the excess of revenue earned by
foreign flag airlines from U.S. citizens
over revenue earned by U.S. airlines from
overseas visitors would be reduced by
$180 million annually.

Thus, the country’s critical balance-
of-payments deficit would be decreased.
Combined with a strengthened visit
U.S.A. promotional campaign overseas
which would increase the tourist influx
to America, this effort would make the
deficit far less acute.

The Committee on Commerce has be-
fore it a concurrent resolution introduced
by the distinguished chairman [Mr.
Macenuson] which would urge our citi-
zens to use U.S.-flag shipping. I would
hope that the committee would broaden
it to include U.S.-flag air carriers.

ADDRESS BY H. H., KALAS AT
DEDICATION OF SIOUX EMPIRE
COLLEGE

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, on Febru-
ary 17, 1968, Sioux Empire College at
Hawarden, Iowa, was formally dedicated.
The dedication address was delivered by
President H. H. Kalas of Westmar Col-
lege, Le Mars, Iowa. I believe his address
makes a real contribution to the subject
of higher education.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp the address
by President H. H. Kalas, of Westmar
College, at the dedication of the Sioux
Empire College.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

S1oux EMPIRE COLLEGE DEDICATION ADDRESS BY
PrEsIDENT H, H, Earas, WEsTMAR COLLEGE,
Le Mars, Iowa, FEERUARY 17, 1968

INTRODUCTION

I come as a neighbor and as one who has
had a lifetime interest in higher education. I
do not come as an expert in the fleld of edu-
cation, nor do I come as one who is merely
expected to express a few amenities at a social
occasion. Dr, Reuter has given me full free-
dom to say what I want to say. I expect at
some points to be controversial, but I always
hope to be helpful as we attempt to face the
problems of higher education in Iowa and in
our section of the state.

There are a good many people on a festive
occasion like this who would find any discus-
sion of the basic problems of higher educa-
tion to be dull. Their only contact with
schools are with the athletic teams or with
the glamour of the coed. Their attitude
toward a speech on higher education would
be somewhat like the high school boy who
was asked to write a book report. This is what
he wrote: "I think the author was a pretty
good writer—not to make the book no duller
than it was.” Some of the things which I will
say will seem self-evident to any educator. I
think that there are times when self-evident
things need to be said. I agree with Tallyrand
who said: “The things that go without say-
ing, go much better when said.”

On the occasion of the dedication of new
buildings for the purpose of higher educa-
tion, there are four self-evident things which
I would like to say. Let me state them to
you at the very outset:

1, Owr basic concern in higher education
is people and in order to understand our role
with people, we must see several kinds of
people in relation to higher education.

2. We are interested in these people within
two contexts, their role as citizens and the
importance of the living of their lives a
peculiar time,

3. We are a part of a great tradition of ex-
cellence in higher education and we had
better see our relationship to that tradition.

4. In our pluralistic society, there is need
for much innovation if education is to be
the kind of a frontier which America needs.

Let us then look at these four self-evi-
dent assertions within the context of our
situation in Iowa and in northwest Iowa.

I. OUR BABIC CONCERN IS FEOFLE

In relation to education beyond high
school, the young people of the state of
Iowa are like all Gaul, about which we
learned when we studied Caesar’s Gallic War.
“@Gallia est omnis divisia in partes tres.”

The young people of Iowa can be roughly
divided as follows:

1. That 45 or 50% (depending upon your
philosophy of education) who ought to go
to a liberally or scientifically oriented college.
This group has shown some aptitude toward
a college education, both by virtue of the
very excellent college aptitude tests which
are now avallable to us and by virtue of their
records of interest and ability in high school,
For financial reasons and sometimes for other
reasons, not nearly all of the persons who
are in this 45th or 50th percentile are pres-
ently going to a college. It is gratifying to
be a citizen of a country which still has a
sense of values which, even in times of crisis,
defers these young people from the draft in
order that they may first go to college.

2. Another 45 or 50% ought never to go
to a sclentifically or liberally oriented col-
lege, but they do need education beyond high
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school. These young people are in no sense
second-class citizens. They are the young
people who ought to be given vocational and
technical training which make them my
masters within their field. I strongly affirm
that these people deserve as much respect and
consideration as do the persons in the first
category. They should not have a “plece of
what is left” In terms of provision in our
state for higher education. They should be
given very primary consideration,

3. The third category has to do with the
young people who ought to go to graduate
education or to the various kinds of profes-
slonal education which lle beyond college
and for which our nation does not now have
adequate facilities. The State of Iowa con-
tinues to have some serious deficiencies in
its efforts to conquer this part of “Gaul.”

Each college in our state must determine
its precise role in relation to the human
needs of people within the above categories.
In Jowa we have at least four types of in-
stitutions to play these roles:

1. We have the state universities which
work in the first and third of the above
fields. We also have one private university
which works in the first and third fields.

2. We have 23 accredited liberal arts, four-
year colleges which work exclusively in the
first field, dealing with the 45 or 50% of
the young people who ought to go to a
liberal arts or scientifically oriented college.

3. We have privately supported junior col-
leges and some publicly supported junior
colleges which work, exclusively, for a two-
year period, in the first of the above fields.

4. We have the emergence of 17 com-
munity colleges which were originally in-
tended to be fundamentally to deal with
people in the second category listed above,
namely, to fill the need for vocational and
technical education.

Each of the above-mentioned classifica-
tions of schools must determine its policy
in relation to people with names and faces
and destinies. It cannot determine its policies
merely on the basis of some kind of an
arbitrary set of broadly or vaguely described
educational policies, though the educational
policies are indeed very essential.

The situation in Iowa as it relates to its
educational institutions is very complex. To
begin with, there is a very bad parallelism
between the proposals of the State Board of
Public Instruction with its emphasis upon
17 community schools and the work of the
Board of Regents which has to do with the
three state universities. This complexity has
even been increased by a proposal, initiated
by the State Legislature of Iowa in 1967, to
establish another state university, under the
Board of Regents, in the western part of
Iowa. All of us are, of course, watching this
with great interest. In relation to the 17
community schools, we have all kinds of
complex problems. The former community
junior colleges, which are now trylng to be-
come part of the 17 school pattern, have had
a tradition of general education, liberal edu-
cation and scientific education on the junior
college level., Now they are undertaking to
do vocational education as well. The new
schools which are being developed ostensibly
were to be exclusively for vocational educa-
tlon, but they find themselves involved in
consideration of liberal arts education simply
because accrediting agencies will not ade-
quately recognize them unless they do. There
is also a feeling that, beyond high school,
all of our citizens need some added educa-
tion in flelds which lead to responsible
citizenship and to an adequate realm of ap-
preciation which will make them competent
to live full lives in our time. This need for
some kind of added general education really
reflects the lack of ingenuity of our present
educational system. High school young people
who hated the general education mb,lacta
in high school are now exposed
more of it without being enticed into it
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There seems to be no middle ground in our
educational program on the higher educa-
tion level at the present time between liberal
and scientific education leading toward a de-
gree or none at all.

There is a suspicion that even more than
50% of our young people need a liberal edu-
cation. The reason for this is expressed by
Lewis Mumford, for years the foremost
scholar in the fleld of technology and
urban problems. He wrote in the National
Observer on May 1, 1967 the following: “All
the colossal mistakes that have been made
during the last quarter century in wurban
renewal, highway bullding, transportation,
land use and recreation have been made by
highly qualified experts and speclalists. We
cannot always rely on the ‘experts.’”

Nevitt Sanford seems to accept the position
of the need for the teaching of people as
people when he says: “In our society the

ible individual is vanishing into a
tangle of organized social roles and group
memberships.”

Every institution of higher education in
Towa has to ask itself: “What is our particu-
lar role in relation to people who fall in one of
the above categories? We cannot be all things
to all men.” Willlam Eolb in the Danforth
study of campus work expressed the growing
conviction that among faculty members, as
well as among students, a total breadth of
learning and mere broad educational func-
tions no longer are a genuine possibility. We
must decide particular educational roles
which are not alone limited to a survey of the
population of any one community. We must
see each other not merely in terms of the
parcel of land, the number of towns, villages
and farms around us, but also in terms of the
total problem of education. Once we have
achieved a definition of our own function,
then we must do our best to help those in-
dividuals who come under that function.
Mark Twain once sald: “All men have won
thelr places, not by heredities and not by
family influence or extraneous help, but by
the natural gifts God gave them at their
bl.rth, made effective by their very own

. All of our young people have
potentialiues These potentialities do mot
inevitably grow. Talent does not bloom until
it 1s planted in the soil of opportunity. Once
we have established our place and determined
whom we ought to teach, we ought not
merely to ask, “Are we cramming these minds
with facts?” but “Are we setting these minds
ablaze?” This will require careful attention
to the individual in the type of school which
you and I are talking about—I refer now to
you as components of Sloux Empire College
and us as components of Westmar College.
We are both intending to remain small
schools—with concern for persons. This is im-
portant because every human being is a
strange, unpredictable complex. Ninety per-
cent of the people who lost their jobs last
year lost them, not because of lack of skill,
but for emotional and personal reasons, We
must deal with people as individuals.

II. WE ARE INTERESTED IN THESE PEOPLE
WITHIN TWO CONTEXTS—THEIR ROLE AS CIT-
IZENS AND THE NECESSITY FOR LIVING THEIR
LIVES IN A PECULIAR TIME
Sioux Empire College, by the very wording

of its new catalog, 1s interested in both of

these aspects of human development. Sioux

Empire College and Westmar College, as well

as all of the other colleges in the state, must

help our state to determine where it is going
and what it wants to do In meeting all of the
needs of all of the people. One thing is cer-
tain—we do not need now more liberal edu-
cation of the old fashioned highly stylized
liberal arts We definitely need more
vocational education and we need to be very
inventive in the finding of new ways by
which colleges like yours and mine can pro-
vide adult education which will give tech-
nically and vocationally trained people
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enough education of the liberal type to pro-
vide for our concerns in their citizenship
role. I believe that the liberal arts colleges,
four-year and junior college, must find a new
function in the voluntary education of its
cltizens in non credit community classes and
then I believe that the 17 community col-
leges should stick to their last and provide
vocational educational education without a
diversion of their energies and purposes.

II. WE ARE A PART OF A GREAT TRADITION IN
EDUCATION, POINTING TOWARD EXCELLENCE

One of the characteristics of American
education is that we always use superlative
terms in referring to it. Even on the elemen-
tary level we start talking about *“upper”
elementary, Then we talk about “high”
school. Then we talk about “higher” educa-
tion. Often, even when we use these superla~
tive terms, we have had the suspicion that
they are not completely appropriate. Often
schools which profess to adjust to the capaci-
ties of students are really adjusting to their
laziness. It was Emerson who many years ago
sald: “"God offers to each mind its choice be-
tween truth and repose.”

There are many legitimate standards by
which we determine the quality of an insti-
tution and I hope that in any desire to in-
novate to which I shall later refer, we do not
glve up these rigorous standards. Let me give
you some very concrete illustrations. Some-
time ago officlals of Sloux Emplre College
asked Dean Thompson and me, as officlals of
Westmar College, to agree to accept credits
from Sioux Empire College to Westmar Col-
lege and to so certify to the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare.

We were under no illusions about the fact
that the motives for this request were both
personal and institutional— in the
sense that they wanted to be sure that their
students had someplace to go should they
have initiative and curiosity enough to get
beyond junior college. The institutional rea-
son, however, was also self-evident—that
without this kind of a sequence, the survi-
val of an institution would be at stake. The
position which we have taken was that we
could not give an unqualified agreement to
this kind of an arrangement until a very ar-
bitrary educational gqualification had been
applied. We would accept only students who
had been taught under a person who had at
least a Master's Degree and the Master’s De-
gree must in every case be in the fleld which
is being taught. This standard was by no
means unreasonable because it is a standard
by which the best high schools are judged.

The people of this community should
clearly understand the problems which your
administrators face at this point and should
give them ungualified support in the estab-
lishment of this standard. Let me give you
another very practical illustration which will
call for staunch and constant support by the
citizens of this community as you follow
the leadership of the very fine persons who
head this institution. Sometime ago some of
us were rather shocked by the press informa-
tlon that Sioux Empire College had placed
advertisements In the student dally news-
papers of our two state universities, timed
with the dates when grades and dropouts
were being handed out.

There is nothing wrong with a college un-
dertaking to become what Harold Howe has
called “a haven for the unwanted.” The big
problem is how can a college thus court
dropouts from other good colleges and still
maintain its integrity as an institution of
“higher” learning? Whatever may be the role
of a given institution in higher education, it
is acclimated by standards of excellence.
Whatever role a college assumes, it must be
“higher.” This college, In one aspect of its
program, has undertaken education at its
most difficult point. There is a place for the
dropouts who cannot make it in institutions
with high academic standards. However, it
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must be realized that when a school assumes
this role, it is undertaking education at its
most difficult. Anyone can teach people who
were in the upper ten percent of their high
school class. All we have to do is provide
some teachers who can keep ahead of them,
give them a good library and a good labora-
tory and get out of the way.

Any school, on the other hand, which pre-
sumes to give a college education to people
in the lower 50% of their high school class
must, of necessity, remaln small so that it
can give the kind of personal attention and
streamlined approach to the individual
which was promised in the advertisements
which were recently made to state insti-
tutions. The Parsons College flasco was not
because Parsons College did not have a noble
idea. The fiasco occurred when it was pre-
sumed that the most difficult type of educa-
tion could be done by mass and wholesale
methods, and that money could be made out
of the project. This ls entirely a false as-
sumption and anyone who has any illusions
about it ought to be quickly disillusioned.
Actually, what I want to do now is to ad-
monish the ecltlzens of Hawarden to back up
the excellent educators whom you have
chosen to lead this college in an extremely
difficult task. I know that they want to
maintain high standards of excellence and
the maintalning of those standards of excel-
lence with low admissions standards will be
both expensive and rewarding. You will have
a distinctive role in higher education for
which you will be praised if you succeed.
If, on the other hand, you become just an-
other “dropout” college, this will soon be-
come evident and the ultimate results will
lead to great unhappiness.

I know that you will also support your
college as it tries to maintain aspects of ex-
cellence in the building of a library, the pro-
vision of laboratorles, and the bringing into
the community of great teachers. You have
begun a great work in the erection of build-
ings which are today dedicated. This is the
start which you have needed. Now you ought
to begin building a college, You do not build
a college with bricks and mortar, but with
books and laboratories and men. The raw
material 1s expensive. The competition is
great. The need is greater. It is sald that
communities like Hawarden need a challenge.
All I can say Is: “Brother, you have one.
And may God bless you as you meet it.”

IV, IN OUR PFLURALISTIC SBOCIETY THERE IS NEED
FOR INNOVATION AS LONG AS IT LEADS TO A
WORTHY EXTENSION OF THE TRADITIONS OF

There is no virtue in mere change. Educa-
tors had better leave to Madison Street the
art of novelty for its own sake. One is re-
minded of the story of the Indian who, for
many months, had watched the building of a
lighthouse. When the structure had been
completed and put into operation, he stood
one day watching as a thick fog rolled in.
“Ugh,” he sald, “Light shine, bell ring, horn
blow, but fog come in all same.” So it is with
a good many of our alleged mew devices for
higher education. No matter how much we
shine our lights, ring our bells and blow our
horns, it is the fog with which we must ulti-
mately contend.

Sioux Empire College arose to meet a need.
The need was the determinant of program.
This college needs the support of its con-
stituency as your very competent president
presents to you the things which make this
college distinctive. Our young people are be-
coming more and more discriminating. They
do not go to colleges simply because those
colleges are in their community nor do they
£0 because these colleges present a financial
bargain counter, In the last analysis this col-
lege will be great and will continue to grow
only as it provides some new answer to the
human needs to which I referred, Says the
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president of the University of Missouri: “We
have outlived the day when we could relax
with Adam Smith in the serene conviction
that an invisible hand will guide the ship of
state through the waves and winds to a snug
harbor. We cannot assume that rising de-
mand will always produce the proper supply;
or that somehow or other the philanthropies
of wealthy individuals or the zeal of religious
bodies will give us colleges and universities
when and where we need them. This will
only come when people are willing to get
on some frontier and really support higher
education.

One of the ways in which Sloux Empire
College can become innovative and distinec-
tive is in the bringing to your community
and your campus of great faculty members.
Without faculty that has aspects of great-
ness, you will never have a college that is
worthy of the name. I warn you that teach-
ers who are really creative are not always
easy to get along with. I agaln quote the
president of the University of Missourl: “One
of the most irritating things about good
teachers is that they do not always say what
the people who pay the tuition bills would
like them to say. They often produce dis-
turbing ideas. Our sons and daughters come
home from college and echo sentiments alien
to our fireside and the embroidered samplers
on the walls. When we ask where they heard
such pernicious nonsense, we learn that Dr.
So and So told them, and the normal reac-
tion, especially if Dr. So and So teaches in a
tax supported institution, is to turn the
rascal out. I do not mean to imply that every
provocative or irritating faculty member is
on that account a great teacher. Ph. D.'s are
no more exempt from folly or rashness than
insurance agents, farmers or commissioners
of education. But if we expect our colleges
and unversities to support and refresh our
society, we must guard the right of their
faculty members to produce disturbing
ideas.”

There are other ways in which colleges in-
novate. They must be constantly re-examin-
ing their purposes and getting beyond the
mere problems of institutional existence. The
people of the Hawarden community must be
willing to permit Its president to bring in
consultants who will look at the institution
from perspectives which lie outside the mo-
tives of community development or educa-
tion as a business. It is possible for some
types of enterprise to continue usefully for
a long time without being self-critical. But
colleges cannot be in that category. Some-
time ago I read a humorous comment which
has a punch, I think. “I don’t know who
discovered water, but I am quite sure it
wasn't a fish.” This is the fundamental cause
for the Parsons fiasco. There were elements of
innovation in the program. The ideal of an
opportunity for the otherwise rejected was
a worthy one. The idea, of course, that educa-
tlon of people with low aptitudes by mass
methods could be done on a mass production
basis and that the whole business could
make money like a factory makes money, was
at the outset absurd to all but the uncritical.
The only amazing thing about the entire
fiasco was that so many people were surprised
by the way in which it came out.

Innovation in education and the estab-
lishment of new institutions are extremely
expensive, All higher education is expen-
sive., There are no bargain counter ap-
proaches to it, just as there are no royal
roads to learning. I believe that we are going
to get some help here and there from our
state in this matter of tuition for young
people who go to institutions of private
higher education. This is the American way
because it gives young people an option as
to the kind of school to which they will go
and provide the kind of pluralism which we
in private higher education can give. I hope
that the people of the Hawarden community
will get back of the Iowa tultion support plan
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which is another subject which we cannot
here discuss. This kind of state support, as
well as federal support, will permit schools
like yours and mine to maintain quality
and provide the kind of innovations which
are needed in higher education in our day.

CONCLUSION

I congratulate the Hawarden community
upon having attempted a difficult task. I con-
gratulate you upon the kind of leadership
which you have chosen for this enterprise.
The road will not always be smooth. Higher
education is a frontier experience and frontier
life is never easy. The great thing about this
frontier is that it takes place, not in some
distant land, but it takes place right where
we live. Hawarden stands between the great
needs of America as a nation and the great
needs of young people with minds and souls
and destinies. I close with a Biblical parody.
Now abideth the American dream, the com-
munity spirit of Hawarden—and people. But
the greatest of these is people.

FREEDOMS FOUNDATION AWARD
TO GEORGE T. NICKOLAS

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Free-
doms Foundation of Valley Forge re-
cently made an honor medal award to
George T. Nickolas of Davenport, Iowa,
for a letter he wrote to the editor entitled
“He'd Give Other Foot.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
letter to the editor which merited the
award.

There being no objection, the letter

was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Moline Dispatch, Apr. 4, 1967]

HEe'D GIVvE OTHER FooT

Dear Eprror: The history of this country
is written with herole actions, deeds and
words. I was fortunate a few weeks ago to
see and hear real courage displayed by a 19-
year-old soldier.

I was attending a reception for members
of Congress at the International Inn in
Washington, at which the Disabled American
Veterans had invited several hospitalized
soldiers to the reception to entertain them.
I walked up to the table and greeted these
veterans and talked with them. I asked the
19-year-old veteran how long he had been in
the service.

“Nine months, Commander Nickolas,” he
replied.

“Did you leave the United States?" I asked,

“Yes sir, I was in Vietnam.”

I then asked, “Do you know what you and
this government were fighting for in Viet-
nam?”

He told me that he had read literature on
Vietnam and was told why we were in Viet-
nam but he only appreciated these explana-
tions after he had seen the results of Viet
Cong slaughter of unarmed civillan women
and children. He stated that Viet Cong had
hacked up and dismembered children’s bodies
after killing them or while killing them. Our
soldiers may make mistakes and accidentally
kill children, but they never hack up chil-
dren, he further stated.

LIVE IN FEAR

The people live in fear of their lives be-
cause of the butcher method of the Viet
Cong, and they welcome our troops with
open arms.

I asked him what his injury was, and he
very calmly lifted his leg and showed me that
he had lost his foot.

“Commander Nickolas, I know that we
have young men in this country, who are
demonstrating against our actions in Viet-
nam. I only hope that the 100,000 men, who
are due for release from the military service
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this year will go to colleges and universities
and set those people stralght about com-
munism. I would return to Vietnam and
give my other foot, if necessary, in the de-
fense of the freedoms that this country
offers its citizens.”

I know that many of you readers will
wonder what this young soldier has to look
forward to? Yes, he will suffer due to the
fact he has only one foot, but he will never
have to bow his head to anyone, for he is a
living display of real courage and of loving
service to his country and freedom,

“MY pUTY"

He symbolizes the “American Creed,”
which I personally like to read from time
to time and which is as follows:

“I believe in the United States of America
as a government of the people, by the peo-
ple, for the people; whose just powers are
derived from the consent of the governed;
a democracy in a republic; a sovereign na-
tion of many sovereign states; a perfect
union, one and inseparable established upon
the principles of freedom, equality, justice
and humanity for which American patriots
sacrificed their lives and fortunes.

“I, therefore, believe it is my duty to my
country to love it; to support its constitu-
tlon; to obey its laws; to respect its flag;
and to defend it against all enemies.”

The Communists call our society a ‘“Dec-
adent Society,” and that the personal ero-
sion from within will permit them to win.

I hope that this letter will inspire a few
readers to live the last paragraph of the
“cmd'n

I pray that the loss of the young soldier's
foot will not have been in vain, and that,
his courage will inspire all who meet him
to be 100 per cent Americans willing to de-
fend this country against all enemies,

GEORGE T. NICKOLAS,
Davenport, Commander, Department of
Iowa, Disabled American Veterans.

THE OFFSHORE ISLANDS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
State Department has given a Jack An-
derson column about the United States
requesting the withdrawal of Nationalist
Chinese troops from the offshore islands
of Quemoy and Matsu the treatment the
column deserves—a brushoff. Mr. An-
derson suggested on Wednesday in the
Washington Post that certain strate-
gists in our Government are determined
to ask Chiang Kai-shek to remove his
forces from the offshore islands.

Yesterday the State Department'’s
press officer quite properly brushed aside
such a preposterous suggestion and stated
that the U.S. “official position rests
squarely” on the 1954 mutual defense
treaty with the Republic of China and
the 1955 joint resolution of Congress
which affirmed U.S. support for the de-
fense of Taiwan and the islands between
Taiwan and mainland China.

The reasons for the State Depart-
ment’s reaction and our 12-year-old
policy are manifestly clear:

First, the presence of Nationalist
Chinese troops on the islands pins down
several hundred thousand Chinese Com-
munist troops on the mainland; second,
the islands provide valuable intelligence
on Communist coastal movements; third,
the islands release various elements of
U.S. naval forces from duty in the area;
fourth, the islands provide early warning
for air defense; and fifth, the islands pro-
vide additional depth to the defense of
Taiwan.
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At a time when there is continuing re-
bellion and unrest on the mainland of
China and when the war in Vietnam is at
a crucial point, the last thing the United
States should do is to force a trusted
ally to withdraw from a securely held
position and thereby give Communist
China new options to increase its hoid on
the mainland and increase its involve-
ment in Vietnam.

TRIBUTE TO FORMER SENATOR
McNAMARA

Mr. HART. Mr. President, it is espe-
cially appropriate, I think, that the dele-
gates to the recent AFL-CIO convention
paid special tribute to our former col-
league and my friend, the late U.S. Sena-
tor from Michigan, Patrick McNamara.
As a trade unionist and as a public of-
ficial, Pat McNamara devoted his life
to the service of others, Those of us who
had the privilege of serving with him in
the Senate know that his full and over-
riding concern was always the people he
served so well, and the country he served
so ably. Both were vastly enriched by the
service of Senator McNamara. I now ask
unanimous consent that the AFL-CIO
resolution, adopted in honor of the late
Patrick McNamara at the federation’s
recent convention, be reprinted at this
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

PaTRICE McNAMARA: RESOLUTION 197
(By delegates of the United Association of

Journeymen and Apprentices of the

Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of the

United States and Canada)

Whereas, The late United States Senator
Patrick McNamara was a staunch trade
unionist and member of the United Associa-
tion, throughout his entire active life, and

Whereas, He served his state of Michigan,
and the nation, falthfully as an outstanding
member of the United States Senate, where
he was a leader in the fight for new and in-
novative social legislation; therefore, be it

Resolved: That this convention honor and
memorialize this fine American who, as a
union member, business agent, school board
member, city council member, and U.S. Sena-
tor, represented and pursued the finest ideals
of the United States.

Referred to Committee on Resolutions.

THE 125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
CITADEL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, this
week in Charleston, S.C., the citizens of
my State are celebrating the 125th an-
niversary of The Citadel, the military
college of South Carolina. The observ-
ance will climax with events this
weekend.

The Citadel and its graduates have
served the State of South Carolina and
the Nation well since the first students
began their studies there in 1843. The
Citadel cadet, standing erect in his gray
dress uniform, has epitomized the dedi-
cation to God and country which has
distinguished our fighting men down
through the history of America. He is
recognized as a young man with a high
sense of duty. His education is geared
to develop outstanding attributes of
character, with emphasis on integrity,
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discipline, and dependability, The cadet
is trained not only in standards of con-
duct and military tradition, but he is
also offered a superior academic pro-
gram to prepare him for business and
professional careers as well.

The history of The Citadel is replete
with the names of great men. The names
of the last three presidents—Summerall,
Clark, and Harris—provide us with a
sense of the high caliber of leadership
and direction under which this military
college has developed.

Looking back over the years after the
first corps of cadets was formed in March
of 1843, we see scores of names of men
who shared in the building of this great
institution, names such as Richardson,
Hammond, Jamison, Hampton, Padgett,

Thomas, Murray, Evander, Stevens,
Coward, Capers, Jenkins, Thompson,
Hagood, LeTellier, Bond, and many

others. The administrations of Gen.
Charles P. Summerall and Gen. Mark
Wayne Clark have been recognized in
recent years by the designation of the
Summerall Chapel in memory of Gen-
eral Summerall and the naming of the
new activities building in honor of Gen-
eral Clark, now president emeritus.

The current president, Gen. Hugh P.
Harris, is providing outstanding leader-
ship in carrying The Citadel to even
higher standards of academic excellence
and physical growth. He has the whole-
hearted support of our State in this noble
endeavor.

In this day in time, with hippies in
vogue and patriotism considered old-
fashioned, colleges such as The Citadel
hold the promise of producing the type of
young men who in years past toiled and
fought to make this country great. Often-
times we lose sight of the sacrifices of our
forefathers and the necessity to preserve
our heritage for future generations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial, entitled “Citadel
Celebration,” which appeared in the
March 14, 1968, issue of the Charleston
News & Courier be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CITADEL CELEBRATION

The Citadel’s 125th anniversary celebra-
tion, which begins today, s an occaslon for
rejolcing throughout the state. Graduates of
The Citadel are leaders in scores of South
Carolina communities. Their education at
the Military College of South Carolina pro-
vided them with knowledge needed in their
business and professional careers. It also gave
them an understanding of the elements of
leadership and clvic responsibility.

As The Citadel looks back over the last
century and a quarter, it also is planning for
the future. Gen. Hugh P, Harris, who has
been president of the college since 1965, re-
ports that facilities are being planned for an
additional 500 cadets in the decade ahead.
Improvements in the physical plant will re-
quire $20 million. The Citadel also has re-
opened its program for veterans and is pro-
viding evening courses for the Charleston
community.

In praising military traditions and stand-
ards of character, we do not overlook the
academic excellence of The Citadel, Some
scholars tend to downgrade the intellectual
level of a military college. The records of
Citadel men who pursue their studies else-
where, and the relative performance of stu-
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derits from other colleges who come to Citadel
summer schools, supply a classroom gauge in
which The Citadel measures favorably.

The week ahead is filled with celebration
activities. By happy design, The Citadel has
planned the festivities with public partici-
pation in mind. It will be an exciting week
for the community and a good time to ap-
preciate anew the value of a cherished edu-
cational institution.

NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOP-
ERATIVE ASSOCIATION ENDORSES
RURAL JOB DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, in its
annual meeting on February 26-29 in
Dallas, the membership of the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association
adopted a resolution expressing support
for the Rural Job Development Act (S.
2134) introduced by Senator FRED HARRIS
and myself last year.

There are few groups which have
played a more important role in the de-
velopment of rural America than the
REA co-ops. Therefore, this endorsement
by the membership of the NRECA is par-
ticularly welcome.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ResoLUTION No. M-3
(Adopted by the members of the National

Rural Electric Cooperative Assoclation at

its annual meeting on February 26-29,

1968)

Whereas, an acute need today is job op-
portunity in rural America, and

Whereas, Senate 2134 and HR 11886 have
this as their objective by providing tax in-
centives to industries locating in rural areas,

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that we sup-
port these bills, and others which have this
objective and urge the Congress of the United
States to texe quick and appropriate action.

SALINE WATER REPORT

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
have read with intense interest the an-
nual report of the Secretary of the In-
terior concerning the desalting program
conducted by the Office of Saline Water
which you received and referred to the
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.

Secretary Udall's report is a concise
review of the progress that has been at-
tained to develop new or improved proc-
esses for low-cost desalination of sea or
brackish water during the past year.

While water is a precious and vital
commodity, we do not seem to appreciate
its true worth until we enter a water
shortage crisis. We once assumed that
water problems in the United States were
confined primarily to the arid and semi-
arid areas of the Southwest, but we now
find to our consternation that our bur-
geoning population is placing enor-
mous demands on our natural supplies
of water. The extent of this demand is
that even areas of normal adequate rain-
fall such as the States of New Jersey and
New York are now studying the possi-
bility of constructing desalting plants to
provide an incremental source of fresh
water. During the past year, Key West,
Fla., became the first city in the United
States to obtain its regular municipal
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supply of fresh water from a sea water
desalting plant. Several inland com-
munities have installed desalting equip-
ment to improve the quality of available
sources of supply. Two new desalting
plants under construction in the Virgin
Islands will permit expanded industry
and tourist trade.

Secretary Udall's report points out
very clearly the interest of other nations
in the desalting technology which is be-
ing developed in the United States and
he cites President Johnson’s interest in
making this technology available to those
nations who now face severe water sup-
ply problems. When President Johnson
served as majority leader of this body,
he was one of the stanchest advocates
of an imaginative and aggressive desalt-
ing program and as we all know, he has
continued that interest as Chief Execu-
tive.

I would like to take this opportunity to
compliment Secretary Udall on an in-
teresting and informative report and I
would like to suggest to my colleagues
that they review this report so that you
may be fully apprised of the current sta-
tus of desalting progress.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the Secretary’'s report be included in
the Extensions of Remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

[The report is printed in the Exten-
sions of Remarks under the heading “Sa-
line Water Report.”]

CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE
WORLD'S FINANCIAL MARKETS

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, one of the
most respected financial leaders of this
country is George S. Moore, chairman
of the board of the First National City
Bank of New York. It is therefore of
more than usual interest to note the
comments he has made on the events
that led to the decisions of the central
bankers of the seven nation London gold
pool on March 17 and on developments
since that time.

I am pleased fo note that our views
coincide on this matter fo a large degree.

I commend his views to the Senate and
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of a speech made by Mr. Moore before
the American Club in Paris on March 21
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF GEORGE S. MoORE, CHAIRMAN,
FmstT NaTiowan Ciry Bank, BEFORE THE
AmERICAN CrLus, MarcE 21, 1968, Paris

CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS

This is not the most propitious time for a
banker to speak in public. The most happy
note in last Saturday's edition of the New
York Times was a cable from London stating
that the Church of St. Edmonds in the finan-
cial district had announced special prayers
for bankers from 12 to 2 PM!

I surely do not wish to add to the confusion
of many about current developments or to
the general lack of confidence which is con-
tributing to current problems.

Fortunately the weekend meeting in Wash-
ington of the Central Bankers resulted in ac-
tions which have In some measure restored
order and some confidence to the world's
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markets, at least short term, and given them,
and particularly the USA, more time to find
more desirable solutions to the basic
problems.

I believe they acted wisely in their decision
to let the free gold market seek its own free
uncontrolled level, Actually there were no
acceptable alternatives. With freedom, it may
not rise as high as some have feared, or hoped,
depending on where they sat!

The enlargement of the Sterling support
group was also constructive, necessary, and
confidence-producing.

The extension of the US swap system, to
over §9 billlon, and the implications that
the Central Banks would settle thelr own
inter-bank deficits and surpluses, by swaps,
or by sale of gold at $35 an ounce, and mean-
while maintain prevailing currency rates, is
further evidence that the spirit of post-war
monetary cooperation is still largely intaet,
despite the shocks of recent events, and pres-
sures of national interests.

Now none of this has changed the funda-
mentals—the principal flaws in the post-war/
present/monetary system, namely the US bal-
ance of payments deficit, and the inadequacy
of the present gold supply for today’'s mone-
tary needs.

The US now clearly has no recourse but to
take the necessary fiscal and monetary steps,
which are the only way it can bring its pay-
ments into balance or nearer to equilibrium.
I say nearer, if not all the way to equilibrium,
because the Vietnam war is a big factor in
the US deficit, and the world understands
this.

But the US must:

1. Ralse taxes promptly.

2. Reduce non-defense spending substan-
tially.

3. Continue to further tighten monetary
policy which the foregoing makes possible.

There is hope, after last weekend, that
the fiscal impasse between Congress and
the Administration is nearer resolution and
that the Federal Reserve is moving towards
a tighter monetary policy, both by discount
rate action and by open market policy. For-
tunately, I think our economy Is strong
enough to take these actions in its stride.
People have huge savings reserves—the ex-
pansionary and inflationary forces which
need to be constrained are powerful.

The past ten days have also proved, I be-
leve, some of the things many of us have
been saying:

(1) That a gold free monetary system is
not here yet.

(2) That the U.S. controls are not, of
themselves, believable as likely to do the
job on their own.

Everything will depend on whether the
U.S. does act properly and promptly and in
faet does bring its payments near to equi-
Hbrivm.

If we do not, and the world is asked to
carry the additional dollars from as large
a payments deficit as we suffered last year,
I simply do not believe that the accords of
last Sunday can be expected to hold to-
gether, I belleve our friends will ask for
gold, more than we can or will spare from
our remaining gold reserves of about $10
billion (deducting the $1 billion gold we
owe the IMF).

And so let us hope that the mid-March
near crisis, and the temporary confidence
that Sunday’s actions helped rebuild, and
the time that this has given us, will be
used effectively.

Now hefore closing let me strike a more
positive note.

Last week's problems tend to make us
forget the economic strengths behind the
dollar, the post-war economic achievements,
which give us the capability of solving to-
day's problems, and give assurance that the
path of post-war progress and expansion,
social and economic, need not be inter-
rupted.
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First. Let no one lose sight of the enor-
mous productive power of the U.S. economy,
which 1s showing increased vigor and is ex-
panding at a phenomenal rate. The increase
in the U.S. economy in the two years of
1966 and 1967 is roughly equal to the entire
French economy or to the economies of
Italy, Belgium and Netherlands combined.
The technological superlority of the U.S.A.
is substantial and is widening. Gross private
U.S. forelgn investments, despite the re-
straints of the balance of payments program,
will increase by more than $10 billion this
year. These total Investments produced a
remittable profit of nearly $6 billion last
year, and this will double in ten years. The
U.S. international balance sheet, that is the
excess of foreign assets (exclusive of our
gold) over our foreign labilities (including
foreign investment in U.S.) is well over $50
billion, more than twice ten years ago. The
foreign preference for U.S. portfolio invest-
ments is increasing, through purchase of
mutual funds and general security invest-
ments. All this points to the possibility,
probability, of another “dollar gap™ in the
Seventies, post-Vietnam, provided we pro-
tect our price stability, which Is now
threatened.

Second. Despite the present strains on the
international monetary system, the world
leaders can take pride in our post-war eco-
nomic achievements. We have avoided the
usual post-war depression. Barriers to trade
and investment have been reduced. World
trade has grown fourfold since the end of
World War II, doubled in the past ten years,
and should double again in the next ten
years. The US post-war expansion, the mira-
cles of Europe and then Japan, and the lit-
tle miracles of Mexico, Talwan, etc. have been
even more remarkable in a period when the
economic achievements of communism and
totalitarianism have been conspicuously

oar.

- No, there is no reason o lose confidence in
the continued expansion of trade and invest-
ment, and in the progress of the developing
countries. My own bank is opening 47 new
foreign branches this year, which is positive
evidence that we don't think the world is
going to hell.

Now, let me conclude this optimism with
a final warning.

Last Sunday's arrangements stemmed the
crisis but they do no more than give us time
to do the things which need to be done.

The US must take the necessary fiscal,
monetary action.

The controls road which we have taken so
far will not do the job.

A gold free or a paper gold, monetary sys-
tem is not here today, nor around the cor-
ner, Some day probably, but not in time to
solve today's problems. A two level gold mar-
ket cannot last for long under today’s con-
ditions. I have been frank in saylng that if
we don't do the things which need to be
done, it may very well come to pass that
there will be no alternative but to raise the
official price of gold. In fact it may even now
be too late to prescribe the deflation that
might be necessary to turn the clock back.

What worries me most is too long a jour-
ney down the wrong road, which is the road
the US has followed to date—the control
road. Restrictions on the free flow of money,
on trade and investment, on travel, can do
immeasurable damage and can interrupt the
path of post-war expansion and development
whose continuation is so essential to peace
and stability. The end of the control road
is exchange control, and exchange control
has never worked.

I believe the world's leaders today are too
wise, and have too good a recall of the failure
of these measures, to go too far down that
road today.

I don't think anyone is wise enough to
predict the course of events in the near fu-
ture. On the other hand, I have seen lots of
problems during my forty years as a banker
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and none of them have dimmed my long
range optimism. Problems such as these have
a way of resolving themselves, and especially
in this case, considering the strengths and
experiences at our disposal. It is obviously a
year of caution for businessmen, investors
and especially bankers.

I have been brief today to save time for
possible questions, and also because there
is avallable here at the door for any who are
interested, fuller background in a speech I
made before the National Association of Man-
ufacturers in December, entitled: “The Dol-
lar at Bay” and in a subsequent interview
with the editors of U.8. News & World.

LACK OF U.S. POSITIVE LEADER-
SHIP IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
retaliatory raids by Israel across the
Jordan River aimed at striking at the
Arab bases used as privilezed sanctuaries
by Arba saboteurs against Israel-held
villages was not unexpected.

It is now over 9 months since the
June 1967, 6-day war between Israel and
the Arab nations.

There have been no discernible steps
toward peace in the Middle East.

Instead, slowly yet surely, the Soviet
Union is tightening its grip in that vital
area, making Nasser more than ever de-
pendent on the Soviet Union for his very
ability to stay in office while the Soviet
Union obtains a valuable naval base on
the very soil of Egypt.

Instead, the United States has re-
sumed arming Jordan, thereby placing
its seal of approval on the perfidious
actions of Little King Hussein’s actions
during the 6-day war.

Meanwhile, Arab infiltrators from
their safe bases in Jordan, operating
either with the connivance or indulgence
of the Little King, committed 128 acts of
sabotage, minings, or shootings, killing
or wounding 168 Israelis.

Repeated warnings by the Israel Gov-
ernment that further acts of violation
would lead to serious repercussions went
unheeded both by the Arab nations and
by the other members of the United Na-
tions as well.

That such acts of sabotage, minings,
and shootings not only would continue
but would increase in intensity was
openly boasted of in Nasser’s controlled
Cairo press and radio. Thus a Cairo ra-
dio broadcast, on March 12, 1968, stated
that “Arab resistance is continuing and
gradually escalating.” Since the first of
March, there were 37 acts of sabotage.
The Washington Post of March 22, 1968,
shows the picture of the mined school-
bus blown up on March 18, 1968, killing
two men and injuring 28 schoolchildren.

As Joe Alex Morris, Jr., in a dispatch
from Beirut which appeared in the same
issue of the Washington Post, stated:

Israel’s attack across the Jordan River was
seen here as a predictable sequel to the
escalation of Arab commando activity inside
Israel and the occupled lands.

For days, Israeli officials have been warn-
ing Jordan’s King Hussein to crack down on
the commandos, whom they call terrorists, or
face the consequences. This was accom-
panied by a flurry of military activity and
troop movements on the occupied West Bank,
and a panic exodus of what few civilians re-
mained on both sides of the river.

Jordanian public temper was decldedly
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with the commandos, who currently form the
only force fighting Israel.

These warning signs went unheeded by
the United States which should have ex-
ercised leadership in the Middle East.

The United States should have called
for an urgent meeting of the United Na-
tions Security Council before Israel was
provoked into retaliatory raids. At such
a preventive Council meeting the United
States could have urged the strengthen-
ing of the United Nations presence along
the Jordan River.

Instead the United States waited while
the fuse burned shorter and shorter until
the powder keg exploded. And then it
“deplored” Israel’s retaliatory action.

How long must a nation, such as Israel,
wait under the gun of nightly terroristic
raids before taking retaliatory action?
How long can the advice of turning the
other cheek be followed?

On December 13, 1967—over 3 months
before the renewal of hostilities in the
Middle East—I proposed the following
three-pronged policy:

I propose a three-pronged policy for the
United States to pursue to bring about peace
in the Middle East, not only in its own best
interests but in the interest of peace
throughout the world,

First, the United States should propose
entering into a mutual security treaty with
Israel. This Is a policy which the United
Btates pursues in other parts of the world,
where United States interests are not nearly
as crucial as they are in the Middle East.

Thus the United States has mutual secu-
rity treaties with Nationalist China, Eorea
and the Philippines. It is not intended, of
course, by any such mutual defense treaty
to commit the United States to the sending
of troops to the Middle East. I would oppose
that. The United States could taper off its
role as global policeman and of sending our
young men far afield to fight and die when
the United States security is not threatened
and alternative non-military solutions are
available, Moreover, as Israel made abun-
dantly clear during the 1967 crisis, Israel
wants no United States troops there, It proved
in June 1967 that given the wherewithal to
fight, Israell troops are well able to give a
very good accounting for themselves on the
field of battle. The United States should
supply whatever arms are necessary.

A mutual security pact between the United
States and Israel would be an effective de-
terrent to Arab aggression and it would by
implication place over that country the ef-
fective defense umbrella of the United States
Bixth Fleet—which would really not need to
go into actlon. Its presence, backed by a
treaty, would suffice.

Second, in the face of the determination
of the Soviet Union to continue to supply
arms to the Arab natlons in ever increasing
amounts, the United States should offer to
glve whatever arms are needed to Israel to
even its military defensive strength. Surely
if the United States can give arms to Jor-
dan—which has proved declsively in June
that it would use those arms to carry on
aggression, it can do no less than to give
arms to Israel for its defense—at least until
the Soviet Union desists in its present policy
of engaging in an arms race In the Middle
East on the side of the Arab nations, to the
great disadvantage of Israel, which is so
clearly aligned on the side of the West.

Such a policy of giving arms to Israel is
especlally needed at this time in view of the
changed attitude of France, which now re-
fuses to supply arms to Israel, and has lifted
the embargo on supplying arms to Arab
countries.

Third, it is also important that the United
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States buttress Israel’s determination not to
give up any territory occupied by it in the
Bix Day War unless and until, at the very
least, the Arab nations declare unmistakably
and are willing to negotiate directly with
Israel to arrive at binding agreements de-
signed to ensure lasting peace in the Middle
East. Unless such assurances are unmistak-
ably binding it could be the height of folly for
Israel to give up the new post 1967 war
boundaries which are essential to its defense.
The older boundaries made Arab aggression
all too easy. When that day comes—that the
Arab nations irrévocably abjure war against
Israel—the United States should be prepared
to assist economically all the nations in that
area which sincerely desire to build up their
own economies and to better the economic
and social lot of their own people.

The time to lock the barn door is be-
fore the horse is stolen.

The time to bring peace to the Middle
East is before tensions again rise so high
as to erupt into violence and not merely
to deplore the inevitable retaliation
against terroristic incursions.

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER PRAISES
STATE OF MANEKIND ADDRESS
PROPOSAL

Mr. PROEXMIRE. Mr. President, in
January I introduced Senate Concurrent
Resolution 33 calling on the United Na-
tions to inaugurate an annual state of
mankind address to be delivered by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations
and broadcast worldwide by the radio
and television networks of all the U.N.
member states.

Organizations, such as the United
World Federalists that are deeply im-
pressed by the desperate need to
strengthen the United Nations as a force
for world peace and progress, have en-
thusiastically endorsed this proposal,
which was originally formulated by
Frank E. Kelly, a vice president of the
Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions.

I am very pleased to state today that
former President Eisenhower’s name can
now be added to the growing list of those
who support this innovative proposal. I
ask unanimous consent that a letter on
the state of mankind address proposal I
have just received from President Eisen-
hower, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

INDIO, CALIF.,
March 8, 1968.
Hon., WiLLiAM PROXMIRE,
U.S, Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEear S8ENATOR: Frankly, I am not in a posi-
tion to comment with any deep understand-
ing about the practical value of a United Na-
tions’ annual report on the “State of the
World.” However, I do belleve that if such a
report were prepared objectively and without
bias of any kind, it would be a valuable docu-
ment to every government in the world—to
say nothing of its interest to the ordinary but
thoughtful citizen. I think that this kind of
report should be welcomed by every Ameri-
can, ess of Party or classification as
either “liberal’ or “conservative.”

With best wishes,

Bincerely, ,
DwicHET EISENHOWER.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, few
Americans have worked as hard as has
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President Eisenhower to strengthen the
United Nations. As he so eloquently
stated in a speech during his second pres-
idential campaign:

The United Nations represents the best and
soundest hope for peace in the world. . . .
For this very reason I believe that the proe-
esses of the UN need further to be developed
and strengthened.

I believe an annual address by the
Secretary General on the state of man-
kind would be a significant step toward
the goal enunciated by President Eisen-
hower.

The state of mankind address, as en-
visioned by Frank Kelly, would be framed
in simple language, would deal with the
most pressing issues facing mankind, and
would be plugged into the world’s massive
and increasingly sophisticated network
of broadcast media, thereby giving the
address the dramatic appeal which at-
taches to such person-to-person com-
munications.

It would be far different from the Sec-
retary General's present annual state-
ment because that document, by neces-
sity, puts a good deal of emphasis on
housekeeping functions and is a far more
technical document than the state of
mankind address I envision, And further,
the present statement does not fulfill
the aims of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 53 because it is addressed to an elite
audience—the UN. delegates—rather
than to the people of the world as the
state of mankind address would be.

The United Nations, like any other
human institution, will not be able, in my
view, to maintain its present influence,
let alone achieve the strength all of us
hoped it would achieve back in the days
when the U.N. Charter was being written,
unless it rides the crest of the ongoing
technological revolution and particularly
the revolution in communications—and
rides it imaginatively. Senate Concurrent
Resolution 53 encourages a step in that
direction. It seeks fo establish a voice
for the world’s principal international
organization that everyone the world
over can hear clearly.

GREECE: THE SEEDS FOR A NEW
VIETNAM?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I have
had a strong and active interest in
Greece, the ancient homeland of the
democratic spirit in a time of kings. Ever
since the Truman doctrine of 1947 con-
cern with present-day Greece has been a
part of American efforts; to assist that
nation toward a modern fulfillment of
true democracy.

That is why in an interview given to
the political editor of the Athens Daily
Paost, Elias P. Demetracopouloes, in an in-
terview published on August 10, 1966, I
asked for a full investigation of the U.S.
role in the Greek political crisis. At that
time I also warned that there was an

. imminent grave threat of a military dic-
tatorship in Greece. The event took
place T months later on April 21, 1967.

Last July I became the first U.S. Sen-
ator to visit Greece after the military
junta took over. At that time I met key
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figures in the Greek Government, in-
cluding the Prime Minister. It is out of
this background of concern that I wish
today to call attenion to tweo excellent,
revealing and interconnecting articles.
One, written by the well-known colum-
nists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak,
appeared in the Washington Post on
November 2, 1967. It describes accurately
and in detail the ordeal of my good
friend Mr. Demetracoupoulos, Greece's
foremost political editor until the junta
seized power there, whom I helped to
come over to the United States.

The other article is an interview given
by him to the distinguished columnist
Eliot Janeway of the Chicago Tribune,
whose columns also appear in the Wash-
ington Star. In that interview may be
seen the red signal that Greece very well
may be on the way to becoming a new
Vietnam in the years ahead, and a warn-
ing about the U.S. role there. These
articles might well bear the caption,
“How the U.S. Can Lose Friends and
Create New Vietnams.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two articles referred to may
appear in the REcORrD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Nov. 2, 1967]
BTATE OFFICIAL ATDED GREEE JUNTA IN TRYING
To Bar POLITICAL REFUGEE

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

Shocking collaboration between the State
Department and the six-month-old military
dictatorship in Greece is exposed by the story,
concealed until now, of how, together, they
very nearly barred a prominent Greek politi-
cal refugee from the United States.

Ostensibly, U.8. policy is to keep arm's
length from the military junta which seized
power in Athens last April. Behind the
scenes, however, working-level State Depart~
ment officials cooperate with the junta in
ways that can only encourage the Greek
Colonels to think Washington has little in-
terest In restoring a democratic regime,

Nowhere is this more obvious than in the
outrageous bhandling of the case of Ellas P.
Demetracopoulos, an influential Greek jour-
nalist as political editor of three newspapers
and a militant foe of tyranny, both right and
left. A prisoner of the Nazls during World
War II after couageously helping downed
U.S. airmen (for which he was decorated),
Demetracopoulos was captured and then
wounded by the Communists during the Red
revolt of December, 1944,

When the Colonels staged their coup last
April on the pretext of fighting Communism,
Demetracopoulos went into hiding briefly,
then emerged as an outspoken critic of the
junta—but only by word-of-mouth. Rather
than submit to military censorship, he re-
fused to write for his newspapers.

His problems with the junta deepened in
August when the United Nations invited
Demetracopoulos to be Greek representative
at the U.N.'s annual Editors’ Roundtable in
Warsaw, Sept. 12-15.

The junta made private overtures to De-
metracopoulos to be favorable or at least
neutral toward the Colonels in the Warsaw
discussions, even dangling before him the
Ambassadorship to a key Western country.

Demetracopoulos refused. The junta, ac-
cordingly, barred his trip to Poland by deny-
ing him a “special security exit permit.”
U.N. officials quietly pressured the Colonels
by reminding them that the important in-
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dustrial symposium scheduled in Athens
under U.N. auspices in November might be
endangered.

The junta responded with a dictator's
compromise. On Sept. 12, it confiscated
Demetracopoulos’ passport (containing a
valid U.8. visa) and replaced it with a new
passport permitting him to travel to Poland
only and only for the Sept. 12-15 conference.
Demetracopoulos saw no future in Greece,
and once the Warsaw conference finished,
galned entrance to Denmark.

His plans were to attend a World Bank
meeting in Rio de Janeiro as an invited guest
and go from there to the United States.
That meant getting Brazillan and U.S. visas
stamped in his new passport.

Although Brazil has been ruled by its
military since 1964, it quickly granted a visa
to Demetracopoulos. But not the Americans.
Fearful of what Demetracopoulos would do
and say in Amerleca, the junta pleaded with
U.S. officials to keep him out. The U.S. Em-
bassy in Athens recommended the visa be
granted anyway, but a foreign service officer
named Daniel H. Brewster had other ideas.

Brewster, desk officer for Greece in Wash-
ington and the major formulator of U.S, pol-
icy on Greece, is an unabashed friend of the
colonels. He declded that Demetracopoulos,
staunchly pro-American and a visitor here
repeatedly since 1951, be denied a visa. The
incredible decision was revealed to Deme-
tracopoulos in Copenhagen Sept. 23.

That would have ended the story had
Demetracopoulos in Copenhagen Sept. 23,
been without friends here. He immediately
cabled for help to an impressive list includ-
ing Sens. Vance Hartke of Indiana and Jacob
Javits of New York, Speaker John MecCor-
mack of Massachusetts, Rep. Emanuel Cel-
ler of New York, and former Gov. Pat Brown
of California.

Their queries were met by weak excuses
from the State Department, but collective
pressure from Demetracopoulos’s friends
forced the issue over Brewster’'s head, all the
way up to the Secretary of State Dean Rusk
and the White House, Brewster's decision was
overruled and a visitor’s visa was given Deme-
tracopoulos Sept. 28.

Demetracopoulos is now in Washington,
but the incident is not closed. There is inter-
est on Capitol Hill in a possible investigation
of the affair to probe State Department-junta
links that could perpetuate dictatorship in
Athens and, in the process unwittingly bol-
ster the reborn Communist resistance,

Point of VIEW—JANEWAY: POTENTIALLY
BoILiNG GREECE SIMMERS
(By Eliot Janeway)

New York, February 28 —The hotter Viet
Nam gets, the touchier the Mediterranean
gets—and the more explosive Greece gets.
This column has been identifying Greece as
an active nerve center and potential trouble
spot for America since before the crisis there
surfaced. Herewith is an updated audit of
present instabllities and exposures by Ellas
P. Demetracopoulos, Athens' premier politi-
cal analyst-and-editor-in-exile and anti-
communist coordinator of libertarian re-
sistance to the military dictatorship there.

JanewaY. The junta now controlling
Greece has been cracking down on people
critical of it. Has it also been tying up their
property?

DeEMETRACOPOULOS. The junta has been
ruthless with respect to its opponents re-
gardless of whether they belong to the right,
center, or left of the peolitical spectrum. It
has not hesitated to take any measures, in-
cluding deprivation of rights guaranteed
under law.

JANEWAY. Can Greece subsist without for-
eign eapital investment?

DEMETRACOPOULOS. Only at a much lower
standard of living and growth than would
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otherwise be possible. Foreign investment is
essential if modern management and tech-
nology are to be introduced. Without these,
much of Greek industry will remain hope-
lessly backward and the great hope of join-
ing the European Common Market will not
be realized.

JANEWAY. Do you regard Russia as likely to
intervene In Greece?

RUSSIAN ENTRANCE POSSIBLE

DeMETRACOPOULOS. Russia would like noth-
ing better than to intervene in Greece as
part of her campaign to penetrate the middle
east while reducing United States influence
there and in the Mediterranean. Since 1847,
America has played a decisive role in Greece,
and, beginning in 1959 with Ambassador
Ellis Briggs, now a strong advocate of the
Athens colonels, America has pursued disas-
trous, contradictory and vacillating policles—
too many and too complicated to go into
here. But because of these policies, largely
influenced by interservice and personality
rivalries, Russia can now for the first time
since World War II pretend to lead liberation
movements in Greece—ironically, in the
name of democracy and with the support of
noncommunist elements in western Europe.
The making of a new Viet Nam in Greece in
the years ahead are all there.

JanEwaY., Can Europe and the Mediter-
ranean countries muddle along on reduced
flows of American dollars, especially for mill-
tary assistance?

DeMETRACOPOULOS. The expensive military
establishments of the NATO countries have
competed with domestic economic develop-
ment programs—hence the need for cutside
support. This support in my opinion should
continue until growth is sufficlent to enable
each country to maintain its own defense
forces. In Greece, United States aid should
be used forcefully and expertly as a lever to
force the colonels out of power since it will
no longer buy securlty.

JANEwWAY. What are Greece's basic eco-
nomic problems?

DEMETRACOPOULOS. They are many. As
Richard Westebbe of the World bank, for-
merly senlor foreign economic adviser to the
Greek government, says In his penetrating
report, “Greece's long-run structural prob-
lems concern deficlencles in the structure
of production, in public administration, in
education, in financial institutions, and in
the distribution of income.” Frankly, I do
not see how an unpopular government of
army officers, suffering as it does from uni-
versal foreign hostility and inability to at-
tract competent economic experts, can solve
all these problems. Last year's refusal of the
Common Market's European Investment
bank to grant Greece a promised loan of
around 50 million dollars is an Important
case in point.

EFFECTS OF EXEMPTION

JaANEwAY. What do you think of Greece's
exemption from President Johnson’s recent
economic measures to strengthen the dol-
lar?

DEMETRACOPOULOS. It 1s most regretta-
ble that the Greek junta has been able to
capitalize on this position of the American
government. Many people do and will inter-
pret this aection as just another sign of
Amerlean’s support of the Athens dictator-
ship.

JANEwAY. What is the best that can be
hoped for in Greece? What is the worst?

DemeTRACOPOULOS. The best iz that, thru
sustained western pressure and support of
the anti-junta elements who represent the
vast bulk of the Greek people, the colonels
will be forced out. The worst is that armed
resistance will begin again in Greece, led by
the hard-core Communists, with the west
and America discredited among the masses,
Then, no matter who wins, Greece will in-
deed be lost.
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THE AUSTERITY THREAT WHICH
HANGS OVER OUR PAREKS AND
OVER EVERY OTHER WORTH-
WHILE DOMESTIC PROGRAM—
AND WHY

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, a
thoughtful, important column by that
able newspaperman, Marquis Childs, en-
titled “Austerity Threat Hangs Over
Parks” appeared in this morning’s Wash-
ington Post. He points out:

The whole natural resource and conserva-
tlon program already slashed in the Admin-
istration's budget will suffer.

He points to the paradox that this is
happening just at a time when, to help
our Nation’s balance-of-payments prob-
lem, the administration is urging that
people travel in the United States.

Of course, it is not only the natural
resources and conservation program
which are suffering, but every other do-
mestic program, including the most vital
antipoverty program,
and all of the other issues so graphically
and realistically described by the report
of the President’s National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders.

What Marquis Childs does not say and
which cannot be too often emphasized, is
that all this tragic retreat from efforts to
solve our domestic problems is due to
the inexcusable folly of our military
involvement in Southeast Asia. Mr.
Childs suggests, after alluding to the
views of Chairman GEORGE MAHON, of the
House Appropriations Commitiee, and
WiLeur Miiis, chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, that the Ameri-
can people are loathe to tax themselves to
carry out the great promise of our do-
mestic programs. The fact is that there
would be no need for them to tax them-
selves if it were not for the mounting
drain of $3 billion per month to carry
on an indefensible and unwinnable war
on the continent of Asia.

The American people will be given no
opportunity to test their willingness to
appropriate for domestic programs be-
cause the additional taxes which the ad-
ministration seeks to impose will go
down the drain in this senseless war.

The only way in which this dilemma
can be voided is for President Johnson
to reverse his policy of escalation—
which, to date, has now cost the lives of
20,000 young Americans in combat—and
adopt a different formula than his pro-
posed and unchanged effort at a mili-
tary solution.

I have proposed such a way out and I
again present it, and I shall continue to
urge such a program or some variation
thereof until the realization comes home
that it is only by deescalation and a
resort to political approaches that there
is any hope of averting an ever-deepen-
ing plunge into ever-greater disaster. My
proposal suggests that the President
go on nationwide TV and speak in ap-
proximately the following terms:

“My fellow citizens, I have tried for 4
vears and my predecessors have tried for
a decade previously to bring a semblance
of self-government and democracy to the
people of South Vietnam. It has become
clear beyond peradventure that it is not
their desire, and that the United States,

slum clearance,
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despite its prodigious efforts in man-
power and money, and the sacrifice of
thousands of American lives, cannot
achieve these desired results for them.

“I have today ordered the uncondi-
tional cessation of all bombing of North
Vietnam and of all offensive operations
in South Vietnam. In addition, I have
directed there be an immediate in-place
cease-fire in South Vietnam on the part
of the United States and have requested
the South Vietnamese Armed Forces to
do likewise, with only defensive action
authorized. I have called upon the forces
of the National Liberation Front and of
North Vietnam in South Vietnam to do
the same. It is my purpose, which I now
declare, to initiate a phased military
withdrawal which should be completed
within a year. In the meantime, behind
the shield of American military forces
with the leverage afforded by U.S. mili-
tary and economic aid, U.S. representa-
tives in South Vietnam will insist that
the Thieu-Ky government broaden the
base of its government to include their
non-Communist opponents, represented
in large measure by those whom they
have now jailed and put in protective
custody, and that this broadened South
Vietnamese Government begin immedi-
ate negotiations with the National Liber-
ation Front so that all these Vietnamese
components can work out their own
destinies.

“In addition, I have directed our Am-
bassador to the United Nafions to work
with other nations there to find places
of refuge in other lands for those who
would not want to live in South Vietnam
under the new regime which will be
formed, and I will ask the Congress for
such additional authority as may be
needed to admit such refugees to the
United States and to assist in their re-
settlement elsewhere.

“Further, I have instructed our Am-
bassadors to Great Britain, the Soviet
Union, Canada, India, and Poland to
propose a greatly strengthened Inter-
national Control Commission to super-
vise any elections to be held in South
Vietnam to obtain an expression of the
peoples’ will.

“The United States will assist in the
reconstruction and rehabilitation of the
burned villages, destroyed buildings, and
defoliated fields, and give suitable fiscal
assistance to economic development. But
our military efforts will cease. We will
make every effort to assist the people of
both North and South Vietnam to estab-
lish whatever form of government they
can develop.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle by Marquis Childs, entitled “Aus-
terity Threat Hangs Over Parks,” in this
morning’'s Washington Post be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 22, 1968]

AUsSTERITY THREAT HANGS OVER PAREKS

(By Marquis Childs)

alone the decaying core cities that will

pro by the
President really does fake hold it is not
feel
the pinch. The whole natural resource and
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conservation program already slashed in the
Administration’s budget will suffer.

Here 1s an example paralleling the cities of
a fundamental asset that iz being eroded
away. At the very same time we are being
told to stay home and see America first, the
national parks are overcrowded, their fa-
cilities run down, the traffic bumper to
bumper in the most popular parks. Federal
incentives to clean up polluted lakes and
rivers have been slowed and the air pollu-
tion program is cut back.

Combing through the Federal budget, the
Conservation Foundation finds that net
spending for natural resources will be re-
duced in the 1969 fiscal year from 1.38 per
cent of total Federal spending, which is the
figure for the current year, to 1.34 per cent.
This sounds like a small reduction but it
comes at a time when in almost every field
the need is for increases to save the dwin-
dling natural heritage from obliteration.
And Congress is likely to whack even further
at budgetary requests that seem vulnerable
in the economy drive. While the Administra-
tlon repeats the call for parks already re-
quested, no new proposals for seashores or
recreation areas are included while specula-
tive developers constantly bid up the price of
land and builders crowd already congested
private beaches,

“The Federal Government has seriously de-
faulted on its commitment to battle (water)
pollution,” Gov. Warren Knowles of Wiscon-
sin sald in commenting on the resource
budget at a four-state pollution conference
on Lake Michigan.

Conservatives are fond of saying that gov-
ernment should be run like a business. But
a business would hardly let its assets waste
away when as in the instance of the natural
heritage, so much of which has already van-
ished, they are irreplaceable.

Urban sprawl is cutting into once-beauti-
ful and remote beauty spots. A prime example
is the Everglades National Park in Florida
where the water supply is jeopardized by
spreading developments. Now a 38-mile-
square airport is proposed adjacent to the
park. Eventually it would be used by super-
sonic planes and the sonic boom would drive
the surviving wild life out of the park.

But, if the cities are to be rehabilitated and
natural resources conserved, where is the
money to come from? This is what skeptical
men like Chairman George Mahon of the
House Appropriations Committee are asking.

The question is more fundamental. It is
really: Are the American people willing to tax
themselves for the services, the benefits and
the advantages that only the Federal Gov-
ernment can in the last analysis provide?
That is how Mahon puts it. He is not op-
posed to spending as such, since being against
spending is like being against motherhood.
The recourse of deficit spending, however,
has in the view of Mahon and others come to
an end with the crisis over the dollar.

President Johnson has given his assurances
to House leaders that he will accept cuts in
his budget of $9 billion and perhaps as high
as $10 billlon. He hopes this will move the
10 per cent surtax out of the deep-freeze in
Wilbur Mills' Ways and Means Committee
and get it enacted. The President wants Con-
gress to do the cutting and set the pattern
of austerity and he will abide by the cuts.

That has produced the beginnings of a
thaw. Yet the resistance is still strong, with
the feeling that the President’s promise stops
far short of what is essential if the deficit is
to be reduced and confidence in the dollar
restored. And why, the grumbling is,
shouldn’t the President step up to the line
and spell out where the cuts are to come
instead of putting the monkey on our backs?

In the torrent of political oratory begin-
ning to flow, the commonest prescription is:
De-escalate Vietnam, scale back spending on
the war and money will be readily at hand
for the urgent needs here at home. That is
easler said than done. Johnson makes it
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abundantly clear that he means to prosecute
the Vietnam conflict at an accelerated pace
with a division or more over and above the
525,000 ceiling.

He has repeatedly sald this country is rich
enough to prosecute the war and do at the
same time what has to be done at home.
Neither he nor any other candidate has said
how under the system of divided powers this
can be done.

THE VALUE OF WORLD TRADE IS
NOTED BY HOUSTON CHRONICLE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
foreign trade is vitally important to our
Nation. For many years we have had a
favorable balance of trade, and the con-
tinuing surplus of exports over imports
has brought many benefits to our people.
Export sales provide a market for the
ever-increasing output of our farms and
factories; they provide profits for busi-
ness and jobs for labor; they contribute
to the steady growth of our prosperous
economy. In addition, the favorable bal-
ance of trade helps relieve the deficit in
the balance of payments. Without the
surplus in our trade accounts, the deficit
would be far more serious than it is. It
is clear thrt the United States must
maintain its favorable trade balance and
expand it whenever and wherever
possible.

In recent days the importance of our
foreign trade has come home forcefully
to the people of Houston, Tex. In the
city’s new convention and exhibit center
is a display of German imports ranging
from kitchen utensils to industrial ma-
chinery. Called Spotlight on Germany,
the exhibit has emphasized to Houston-
ians that the United States exported
$173 million more to Germany in 1967
than it imported.

This example of America's favorable
balance of trade provides an important
lesson about trade policy: If we expect
to maintain our trade surplus, we must
be willing to allow imports into our home
markets. Some feel that an easy way to
increase the trade surplus is to unduly
restrict—even eliminate—imports. That
is a course fraught with danger. If for-
eigners cannot sell to us and earn dol-
lars to buy goods from us, our exports
will quickly diminish. Far more serious
is the danger that restricting all imports
will provoke our trading partners to
retaliate and close their markets to us.

Two editorials from the Houston
Chronicle of February 23 and February
25, 1968, which raise these very points
have recently come to my attention.
They very aptly point out the need to
keep the American market open to as-
sure the continued growth of American
export trade. The editorial of February
23, 1968, is entitled: “Import Quotas May
Set Off Tariff War,” and the editorial
of February 25, 1968, is captioned “The
Value of World Trade.” I ask unanimous
consent that both be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Houston (Tex.)
Feb. 23, 1968]

IMPORT QUOTAS MAY SET OFF TARIFF WAR

All those congressmen, senators, business-
men and lobbylsts who favor import quotas

Chronicle,
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should consider the effect of protectionism
on Canada. They also should weigh the words
of many of America’s trading partners con-
demning the import quota legislation cur-
rently before Congress. The attitude
enunciated by the Canadian-American Com-
mittee is representative:

“Adoption of even a few of the U.S. pro-
posals would trigger a protectionist response
abroad that could . . , lead to runaway re-
taliation culminating in a total trade war.”

Even such relatively unindustrialized na-
tions as India and Pakistan have expressed
concern. And it is anticipated that major
trading areas like Great Britain, the Common
Market and Japan would instantly retaliate
if import barriers were raised in the United
States at this time.

Canada will experience severe losses if im-
port quotas are applied. Canada’s economy
is closely tied to the United States. Tradi-
tionally, goods have passed freely from one
country to the other. The committee's report
further stated: "U.S. quotas on an extensive
scale would have an immediate and massive
effect on Canada. Some $770 million of
Canadian exports to the United States would
be affected.

“Enactment of the quota proposals would
raise prices here and in Canada and would
provoke retaliatory tariffs and trade curbs
against the United States, nullifying any
gain for its balance of payments position."”

Import gquotas do not spring from the
balance of payments problem. If they did,
they could be more justified. Rather, the
proposals have been stimulated by business
firms which seek commercial advantage over
their foreign competitors.

These gquotas would create more problems
than they would solve. A tariff and trade war
is the last thing the United States needs. Free
trade, as exemplified by the recently com-
pleted Kennedy round of tariff negotlations,
should be our goal.

[From the Houston Chronicle, Feb. 25, 1968]
THE VALUE OF WORLD TRADE

Houstonians who visit the “Spotlight on
Germany” exhibition currently on display in
the new Albert Thomas Convention and Ex-
hibition Center will enjoy two treats:

First, the exhibit itself—a display of thou-
sands of gleaming new products manufac-
tured by more than 2560 manufacturers rep-
resenting some 380 different industries in
Germany

Second, the beautiful $12-million exhibit
center, part of which is open to the public
for the first time. The center is an enormous
place, large enough to handle several ex-
hibits at a time. The "Spotlight on Ger-
many” display occuples about 20,000 square
feet on the building's west end, Use the
Capitol Street entrance.

As for the exhibit of German products,
there is a lesson here about world trade
which is important to all of us Attractive
items of all types are on display—jewelry,
glass and china-ware, watches, sporting
goods, machinery, automobiles, household
items. These are articles Americans want to
buy. So long as trade between nations is
free of artificial barriers, Americans can buy
these goods, We pay dollars for them and, in
turn, Germans can use these dollars to buy
goods made in the United States, Such trade
among nations is mutually beneficial, It puts
goods in the hands of consumers, and it
keeps the various economies of the world
humming and healthy.

Dr. Bruno Toepfer, head of the Foreign
Trade Division of the German Ministry of
Economics, came to Houston with the ex-
hibition. He explained that the declsion to
hold the trade show here as well as in San
Francisco is an indication of Germany's
high opinion of Texas as a market area.

Last year the United Btates exported
$2.139 billion worth of goods to Germany,
and Germany exported $1.966 billion worth
of goods to this country, thus giving the
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United States an export surplus of $173 mil-
Hon in the bargain

Government economists in Washington are

trying hard to figure out how to boost U.S.

without curtailing imports in order
to alleviate the currently critical balance-of-
payments deficit. Many congressmen seem to
be perfectly willing to go back to the days
of ve tariffs and trade quotas. But
that wouldn't solve our trade deficit problem.
It would merely force our trading ers
to retaliate, and world trade would be the
loser. A return to a protectionist policy would
erase 20 years of trade negotiation progress.
This would be foolish, Indeed.

‘World trade is good for all nations, Com-
petition in manufacturing may cause tempo-
rary or local difficulties, but ultimately it is
economically healthy.

This is a thought for Houstonians to re-
member as they inspect the thousands of
products Germany is displaying in the ex-
hibit center.

THE HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS
SEEE TO PRESERVE FUNDAMEN-
TAL HUMAN FREEDOMS FOR POS-
TERITY ‘

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
wise, 18th ecentury philosopher once
wrote:

We owe it to our ancestors to preserve
entire those rights which they have delivered
1o our care: we owe it to our posterity not
to suffer their dearest inheritance to be
destroyed.

'This is the spirit of the Human Rights
Conventions on Genocide, Freedom of
Association, Forced Labor and the Polit-
ical Rights of Women.

After the ravages and terror of the
Second World War, the nations banded
together to create an institution designed
to protect the rights of man and pre-
serve the peace of the world. The United
Nations has become the conscience of
mankind. It is that organization charged
wﬂ:h:l protecting the rights of all human-

The human rights conventions are an
expression of these rights. These treaties
represent the collected wisdom of man-
kind on the evils which are to be avoided
and the rights which must be preserved
for men to live free and happy lives. The
fundamental purpose of the human
rights conventions is to seek to preserve
these human rights and pass them on
whole to generations not yet born.

Mr. President, millions of Americans
have died to preserve freedom and liberty
both here and abroad. They have left us
a glorious heritage. Shall we now allow
a great part of that heritage to slip
through our fingers because we will not
ratify these treaties? Once again I urge
the Senate to ratify the treaties on forced
labor, freedom of association, political
rights of women, and genocide.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, is there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
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Senate proceed to the consideration of
the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business, which the
clerk will state.

The Ass1sTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Cal-
endar No. 996, Senate Resolution 266, a
resolution to provide standards of con-
duct for Members of the Senate and of-
ficers and employees of the Senate,

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Iowa has 30 minutes and the Senator
from Mississippi has 30 minutes.

Mr,. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will yield, I wish to
suggest a brief quorum call.

Mr., MILLER. Mr. President, I would
hope that there would be a live quorum.

Mr. STENNIS. A live quorum might
take all of the time.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I under-
stood from the distinguished majority
leader last night that the time for
quorum calls would not be taken from
the time allotted on the resolution.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,
without prejudice to the rights of the
Senator, who is operating under the pre-
vious order, and without the time being
charged against him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll; and the following Senators an-
swered fo their names:

[No. 72 Leg.]
Alken Byrd, W. Va. Pearson
Allott Carlson Pell
Bennett Fong Ribicoff
Boggs Hayden Spong
Brewster Hickenlooper Stennis
Burdick

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannox], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. Ivouvel, and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lonc] are absent on effi-
cial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. BayH]l, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLraNnD], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HorLrLiNGs], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. McINTYRE], the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Mossl, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorg]l, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLLl, the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typines]l, and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. DIRKESEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK],
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. FannIN],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel], the Senator from California
[Mr. KuceHEL]l, and the Senator from
mhtlims [Mr. PeErcyY] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is not present.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Sergeant at Arms
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be directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from West Virginia.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

After a little delay, the following Sen-
ators entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Anderson Hartke Morse

Baker Hatfleld Morton
Bartlett Hill Mundt

Bible Hruska Murphy

Byrd, Va. Jackson Muskie

Case Javits Nelson

Clark Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Cotton Kennedy, Mass. Randolph
Curtis Kennedy, N.Y. Scott
Dirksen Lausche Smathera
Dodd Long, La. Smith
Eastland Magnuson BSparkman
Ellender Mansfield Symington
Fulbright McClellan Thurmond
Gore McGee Tower
Griffin MecGovern Willlams, N.J.
Gruening Metcalf Williams, Del.
Hansen Mondale Yarborough
Harrls Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Hart Montoya

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
BrewsTER in the chair). A quorum is
present.

The Senate will be in order. Who
yields time?

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I may require.

The purpose of my amendment is to
fill what I believe to be a deeply serious
gap in the filing requirements in the
commitiee’s proposed code of ethics with
respect to fax returns.

On page 5 of the proposed rule, start-
ing on line 24, the requirement is that
“A copy of the returns of taxes, declara-
tions, statements, or other documents
which he, or he and his spouse joinfly,
made for the preceding year in compli-
ance with the income tax provisions of
the Internal Revenue Code” must be filed
with the Comptroller General.

There are other requirements, such as,
for example with respect to a corpora-
tion in which the individual concerned
is a director, or from which he has re-
ceived compensation as an officer; and to
that extent, that is all to the good. I
point out, however, that there is no filing
provision with respect to a corporation
from which a Senator or an officer re-
ceives dividends; and dividends can be
the most significant item that he would
be concerned with.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, MILLER. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. I have read the Sena-
tor's amendment. It is No. 617, is it not?

Mr. MILLER. That is correct.

Mr. CURTIS. If the amendment is
adopted, will it require additional work
in the filing of reports, or is what the
Senator is calling for confined to copies
of what a Senator would have available
anyway?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct.
My amendment would merely require the
filing of copies of a partnership return
or a fiduciary return or a corporation
return, which the Senator would already
have himself, or which he would be quite
entitled to have made available to him.
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Mr. CURTIS. One more gquestion. The
proposed rule is based upon the premise
that in a confidential way a Senator
should make available information show-
ing his net worth. What the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa is saying is
that as to an individual or a family
having vast and far-reaching holdings
and a complex ownership, a meaningful
vroperty statement cannot be filed un-
less it includes the information which
the Senator from Iowa has cited in his
amendment.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct,
except for this: I would not want to give
the impression that we are concerned
only with a person who has complex
holdings. For example, if one of the offi-
cers of the Senate was ccvered by the
code of ethics, and because of his work
on one of the committees he had been
able to engineer a transaction as a re-
sult of which there was a payoff of some
kind—let us say $10,000—although he
might not have any vast holdings at all,
all he would have to do when the time
came for the payoff would be to arrange
to designate one of his friends as
trustee, and have the person who would
make the payoff write a check to the
trustee. The trustee would endorse it
and deposit it in the trust bank account.
Then, a few days later, the trustee could
send the $10,000 to the officer concerned.

Under the committee’s proposal, when
the proper time came, the officer would
file a copy of his individual income tax
return with the Comptroller General, and
all that would be shown on the return
would be an item of $10,000 received from
the XYZ trust; that is all. There would
be nothing wrong in showing an item of
$10,000 received from the XYZ trust. But
if we want to make this disclosure mean-
ingful to the Committee on Standards
and Conduct at such time as they decide
to look at the return, a copy of the fidu-
ciary income tax return ought to be filed,
too.

Mr. CURTIS. In light of what the Sen-
ator from Iowa has just said, is it still
true that the only additional burden
placed upon a Senator or an officer in
complying with the amendment of the
Senator from Iowa would be to file copies
of documents that he would be required
to make out anyway?

Mr, MILLER. He would not have to
make out a fiduciary return of the kind
to which I have referred. The fiduciary
would have to make that out.

Mr. CURTIS. Well, someone would
have to make it out.

Mr. MILLER. But he would be entitled
to receive a copy of that return, and all
that he would have fo do would be to file
- & copy.

Mr. CURTIS. My question is, Is the
Senator seeking only to have copies pro-
vided, or is he seeking to have provided
an accumulation of data far beyond what
the committee is seeking?

Mr. MILLER. Not at all.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is confining
his proposal merely to the filing of
copies?

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. It is not
confined to very many copies, so far as
I am concerned. I would guess that most
Members of the Senate would not have
any additional filing to do. Probably some
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Senators have an interest in a partner-
ship, in a trust, or in a family corpora-
tion. All that such a Senator would have
to do would be to file a copy of that re-
turn along with his own individual in-
come tax return, and there would be no
extra work at all. But it would fill a gap
to meet the situation that I have de-
seribed.

Similarly, with respect to partnership
returns, everyone knows that all one has
to set forth on an individual tax return
is that he has received so much money
from a partnership, and that is all. But
that will not mean anything to the Ethies
Committee if they decide to look at the
returns, because the committee will want
to know where the partnership got its
income, and whether it was tied in with
anything that is unethical.

All I am frying to do, without requir-
ing any additional work except the cop-
ies, is to fill a gap for the sake of giving
the Committee on Standards and Con-
duct the information it will need if it
decides to look into the matter.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. Are we speaking on
limited time?

Mr. MILLER. Yes.

Mr. PEARSON, I yield 2 minutes on
the committee’s time.

I appreciate what the Senator from
Iowa is trying to accomplish—a fuller
disclosure and the fullest information
possible for the committee to follow up
any investigation. But would it not be
true that income derived by any person
obligated to file an income tax return
under the limited disclosure—any Sena-
tor or employee—would include income
received from trusts and corporations
and partnership returns, and that would
be reflected on the return that he filed
with the Comptroller General?

Mr. MILLER. Yes. As I have already
said in my colloquy with the Senator
from Nebraska, that is what is required.
But all that is required is so much in
dividends from a corporation, so much in
income from a trust, so much in income
from a partnership, and that is all. That
is not enough to enable the Committee
on Standards and Conduct to find out
what lies behind that item. The only way
the committee can get that is by having
a copy of the income tax return that en-
abled this item to be reported.

Mr. PEARSON. I say to the Senator
that those returns are available to the
committee. They are available at any
time the request is made. The Senator
may recall that some time ago it appeared
that the committee had made a request
of the Internal Revenue Service for in-
come tax returns. There has to be a pub-
lication of that particular item. And they
are available to us.

I tried to make clear the other day, and
to make valid the point, that what we
really sought to do was to file the basic
instruments, the basic information avail-
able, so that the committee could then
go to the very instruments.

I do not know where the line is to be
drawn. If these new income tax returns
are to be included, I am sure that the
Senator and I can think of additional
instruments to file.

March 22, 1968

In the judgment of the committee, this
is what is needed for the committee and
every committee that follows us in the
years ahead.

Mr. MILLER. Is the Senator saying
that the committee already has the power
to ask for not only the fiduciary returns
but also the individual income tax
returns?

Mr. PEARSON. I think so—on proper
cause.

Mr. MILLER. If that is so, why does
the committee require, in the proposed
rule, that a copy of the individual tax
return be filed?

Mr. PEARSON. Because a basic instru-
ment is necessary with which to start.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator has said
that the Committee on Standards and
Conduct can simply request from the In-
ternal Revenue Service a copy of the in-
dividual income tax return.

Mr. PEARSON. We could very well
have said that if you are going to have a
disclosure, and have a limited disclosure,
as we provide, that you are going to fur-
nish certain information—income, from
where the income is received, and so
forth. And we could have provided that
that information be supplied in an en-
tirely new system of forms. It seemed fo
us that the best and the existing and
the knowing manner in which to make
this disclosure was to do that which we
already have, with which we are all
familiar, which we all accept as instru-
ments prepared and filed with the great-
est care and observance of rules. Here
was something already provided for us.

If the Senator believes there would be
greater value, we could come up with an
entirely new set of forms, an entirely
new procedure.

Mr, HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I am not interested in
doing that at all. I have tried to make
that clear in my colloquy with the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. My proposal would
not require any new forms or new infor-
mation. It would just require the filing
of a copy of the returns in the same man-
ner as the committee proposes to have a
copy of the individual income tax re-
turn, so that the committee would not
have a gap left in its filing requirements.

These are the critical items, I can
say to the Senator from EKansas that,
having practiced as a tax lawyer, I am
very familiar with the way some people,
if they want to beat something, can
divert income to a trust or to a corpora-
tion or to a partnership. These are well-
known avenues of evasion, and we are
trying to cover a situation which will
prevent evasion as clearly as we can
within reason.

The committee has done a very good
job insofar as requiring the filing of the
income tax return of the individual. It
will not be a meaningful filing unless
these other items are in there also. This
consftitutes a major gap, because these
are the major ways in which evasion is
practiced.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me, on the commitiee
time?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal has asked me fo
vield. I should like to yield to him first.
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Mr. HRUSEKA. I have a brief question.
Perhaps it should be directed to a mem-
ber of the Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct.

Information contained in income tax
returns is already available to the com-
mittee, is it not?

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HRUSKA. Such information is
available in another office, where con-
fidence is reposed by most people that
there will be no public disclosure. It is
in the Bureau of Internal Revénue, 5
minutes away. I am willing to photostat
my return and file the copy with the

Comptroller General, and I suppose

every other Senator is. But why this ob-
session to add to the paperwork with
which we are already flooded? I would
think that if any occasion arose at any
time to obtain the income tax return to
any Senator, it would only be necessary,
upon a decision of the Select Committee
to contact the Internal Revenue Service,
and the return would be made available.
Why add to this an additional burden.

I believe this observation is pertinent
here, because what the Senator from
Towa seeks to do is to add another re-
quirement and say, “Let us have another
stack of papers”—all of which, includ-
ing the original return, are now avail-
able to the committee.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I should like to make a
comment.

I believe that the Senator from Ne-
braska exaggerates a little, because I
would guess that most of the people con-
cerned by this rule will not have to do
any more than file their income tax re-
turn. But some will have a fiduciary or a
partnership or a family corporation situ-
ation. If what the Senator from Nebraska
says is true, he should ask that the Sen-
ate delete item (a), which requires the
filing of a copy of the individual tax re-

Mr. HRUSEA. I would be in favor of
that, for the reasons I have just stated.

Mr. MILLER. I am not so sure that I
would be in favor of that, but we should
be consistent. Either we should proceed
on the philosophy that the Senator from
Nebraska has stated—that all the com-
mittee need do is to go to the Internal
Revenue Service and get all the tax re-
turns—or we should say we are going
to fill the gap. To simply tease the public
by saying he has on file his individual
income tax return with the Comptroller
General will not satisfy the public, be-
cause the public knows—they read about
these things—that one of the most used
avenues for evasion, for covering up and
for hiding, is the fiduciary or partner-
ship or family corporation return. That
is what my amendment is designed to
cover.

I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT., I speak on the com-
mittee’s time.

The Senator from Nebraska, I am
afraid, has a little more faith in IRS
than the committee does. We have dis-
covered that income tax returns are not
available on 5 minutes’ notice. They are
in the field or they are being considered
in a court case, and therefore are not
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available to us at the time we may need
them. Also, under IRS regulations, we
must go there if we want to get any spe-
cific information from them, and we
must copy it by hand. We are not al-
lowed to put it into a copying machine,

Mr, HRUSKA, Will the Senator yield
30 seconds?

Are we not the lawmaking body? Can
we not pass a law providing that for this
purpose we can have a photostat? Who is
running this Government—the Internal
Revenue Service or the policymaking
body which sits here?

Mr. CURTIS. May I answer that ques-
tion?

Mr. BENNETT. Is not the simple solu-
tion the committee solution; that we be
allowed to have a copy of the individual
tax return, or the joint return, if that
is the way the Senator does it.

I have another objection to the amend-
ment which is, if there is going to be re-
quired the filing of the supplementary
returns, there would be opened the rec-
ords of other people not involved. I
doubt we have the authority, as a matter
of practice, to do so. I would refer, for in-
stance, to the return of a partnership. If
we have the purpose to investigate it for
more than one member of the partner-
ship that would be different than having
the return of the partnership which
would open up information with respect
to a lot of people over whom we have no
jurisdiction.

I know the argument is made, “You
will get the return of the spouse only if
it is a joint return and we can get the
individual’s return no other way.”

Maybe it is convenient since we do
have the right within the limits of the
regulations of the Internal Revenue
Service to get information from official
returns, but there is the risk of losing
time and there is the mechanieal prob-
lem under the present regulations that
does not permit us to duplicate the re-
turns mechanically. We have to send
people to the Internal Revenue Service
to handle the matter.

The simple solution is the committee
suggestion. I hope the Senate will support
the committee suggestion and not vote
for this amendment which would begin
to involve us in a lot of areas where we
do not belong.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been said that
the Senator from Nebraska has a
philosophy on this matter. I do not think
that is the situation. It is the law which
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives adopted.

I think the Senator is right. I hope
the amendment is agreed to, and I shall
support it.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish to
say to my friend from New Mexico that
I am not differing from the philosophy
of the Senator from Nebraska.

I have pointed out that if this philoso-
phy is going to hold we should delete the
requirement for filing the individual tax
return because, as he said, these returns
could be obtained from the Internal
Revenue Service.

I think the Senator from Utah has
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pointed out a practical problem in this
connection, After all, under the manner
in which the committee set up the rule,
these returns are well insulated and can-
not be looked at except by members of
the Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct, and then only on the vote of a
majority of the members of the
committee.

The manager of the bill can correct
me if I am wrong, but I am trying to
make that provision more meaningful by
filling the gaps in the form of partner-
ship returns, fiduciary returns, and fam-
ily corporation returns. This would not
open them up to any more scrutiny than
the individual tax return, as long as the
committee has decided to require the
filing of individual tax returns, but I
would say all we have to do is to have
these other copies of returns filed and
we would have a complete picture. That
is the point.

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe we have all
the returns we need. The returns of
partnerships and small family corpora-
tions are filed. They are all filed. As the
Senator from Nebraska said, they are
completely covered. The Senate com-
mittee can ask for anything it wants
and have a chance to examine it, and
they have done so.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct,
but I think the Senator from Utah pro-
posed a practical problem as the result
of which there should be a filing of the
copies with the Comptroller General,
insulated as they will be from general
public serutiny, and subject to the Select
Committee on Standards and Conduct
taking a look at them.

Let us put ourselves forward a few
months when we have a canon of ethics
to follow. An investigation is started, as
a result of which the Select Committee
on Standards and Conduct, by majority
vote, wishes to take a look at a tax re-
turn. They do take a look at the tax re-
turn and all they find is so much money
received from the XYZ trust, and it does
not mean a thing. However, if there is a
copy of the XYZ income tax return, then
they have meaningful information.

I emphasize that these are avenues
through which evasion and diversion of
income are practiced. Granted, the great
majority of the fiduciaries and benefici-
aries of trusts, stockholders, family cor-
porations, and partnerships play it
straight, the trouble is that we are look-
ing for a situation where somebody might
not play it straight.

I wish to add one other thought. This
proposal could have a deterrent effect on
somebody who might want to cut the
corners because he would know that if
he did set up a fiduciary arrangement,
or a small-family corporation arrange-
ment, or a partnership as a vehicle for
what we are getting at here, he would
probably be caught by the Select Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct when
they looked at those returns.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
Harrt in the chair), Who yields time?

Mr. MILLER, I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the ra-
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tionale of the committee was to deal with
Members of the Senate.

Mr. MILLER. And officers.

Mr. COOPER. And officers and em-
ployees.

The amendment of the Senator from
Iowa would extend the rule to another
group of people, not Members, officers,
and employees of the Senate. It would re-
quire them to file, or the Senator to file
for them, income tax returns dealing with
persons who are not Members of thi:
Senate, or officers, or employees. It would
intrude on the privacy of persons who
were not Members of the Senate, or offi-
cers, or employees.

Mr. MILLER. Not unless the parties
in question were tied in with the indi-
vidual on an intimate basis, which is
exactly why the committee required the
filing of the return of the spouse. Sup-
pose there is the case of a husband and
wife filing separate returns. The spouse
is still required——

Mr. COOPER. It is a family relation-
ship.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct.

Mr. COOPER. My argument is that if
the Senator's amendment is agreed to,
it would extend the requirement of dis-
closure to persons not officers, employ-
ees, or Members of the Senate. This is, I
believe, beyond the scope of the purpose
of the committee and the Senate unless
there is grounds for the committee and
the Senate to investigate, and to secure
the tax returns of other persons.

Mr. MILLER. I would say to my friend
from Kentucky that I do not believe
there would be any difference in the de-
gree from the requirement of the spouse,
which the committee has already de-
cided to cover; but if there is a cumula-
tive majority interest, by that close fam-
ily tie of a 25-percent interest in a trust
or majority interest in a corporation,
they would be covered, and I think they
should be.

Mr. President, I neglected to state that
I modify my amendment as follows: On
line 6, after the word “and’ insert “/or"”
and on line 8, after the word “and” in-
sert “/or”.

The purpose of that modification is to
conform to the general approach of the
present part A or the rule.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr President, I wish to
say, first, that I do not think the Senator
misunderstands the purpose of the com-
mittee. However, I am afraid that what
he has said might lead others to mis-
understand the purpose of the committee.

I do not conceive this to be a detective
agency or a committee that is going to
engage in a fishing expedition. I do not
believe the Senator means that either,
but we should make that clear. If that is
a proper expression of what the commit-
tee thinks it should be on orders of the
Senate.

However, I wish to respond to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska as to why the com-
mittee set forth the requirement for fil-
ing an income tax return when that in-
formation can already be obtained, al-
though with some burden in obtaining it.

The decision process, as I recall, is,
first, a decision as to whether or not you
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are going to have full disclosure. The an-
swer by the committee was “¥Yes.”
Whether it will be limited or open, the
decision by the committee was to have it
limited, and then to determine what we
will have. We have set out here item-
izations of some property, itemizations
of some indebtedness, income, and so
forth. We can provide forms or leave it up
to the individual Senator as to how he
shall make the reports available. We
elect to go to the requirements of filing
an income tax return because it is com-
plete, it is recognized, and it is in exist-
ence by other requirements for every
Senator here. So that, for better or worse,
unless I am contradicted by the chair-
man or the vice chairman, was the reason
why we went the route we did.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is my
intention to oppose the amendment. I
think it would be unduly burdensome and
would yield no result which cannot now
be obtained. I recognize fully the ex-
planation made by the Senator from
Kansas. After all, the personal income
tax is an index to all that a taxpayer
claims he received as income. If $5,000 is
shown as coming from such and such a
trust, and an investigation is made of
that particular Member’'s, employee’s or
officer’s business affairs, the committee
can ask for an explanation of the matter
from the Member, officer, or employee. If
the explanation is satisfactory, fine, but
if it is not, then the committee can obtain
the income tax return of the trust.

Mr. PEARSON. The committee has
subpena power.

Mr. HRUSKA. I beg pardon?

Mr. PEARSON. The committee has
subpena power.

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes; the committee has
subpena power. It is for that reason that
this amendment would be unduly
burdensome. It would not serve any pur-
pose not already served by filing the
income tax return.

Mr. . Mr. President, does the
reference to trusts include foundations?

Mr. HRUSEKA. I would not know. I am
not the author of the amendment. That
question should more properly be ad-
dressed to a member of the committee.

Mr. MURPHY. May I ask the Senator
from Kansas then whether the reference
to trusts includes foundations?

Mr. PEARSON. There is no provision
in the code for that, so far as I know.

Mr. MURPHY. That is very important.
In my 30 years of experience with vari-
ous foundations, I have found that they
deal with political matters to the point
that we might properly look at their dis-
bursements. I just wondered if my dis-
tinguished colleague had included dona-
tions and sums of money made available
from private foundations, in his consid-
eration of this matter.

Mr. PEARSON. My answer would be in
the negative. I do not think the pending
amendment would provide that any re-
turns from such foundations would be
filed either under the code or under the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, let me add
a footnote. I think that the Senator from
Kansas is correct, unless it were a foun-
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dation with some kind of fiduciary rela-
tionship involved or a beneficial interest
involved, But that is not a typical foun-
dation. In sum, it appears to me that we
must make up our minds: Are we going
to require any filing, or are we not?

The Senator from Nebraska has made
a good argument why there should not
be any filing at all, because if the select
committee wishes, it can go to the In-
ternal Revenue Service, although it may
take a little time to get the returns where
it would know it might be a little diffi-
cult and, furthermore, are not going to
be subject to public serutiny, but subject
to scrutiny only by the select committee,
and that by a majority vote.

So, since that is the way it will be, we
will have the individual income tax re-
turn filed, and to that extent the Senator
from Iowa thoroughly agrees and grants
that the Senator from Nebraska has a
point.

All I am trying to do is to make the
filing more meaningful by covering the
areas which I know—from my personal
experience as a tax lawyer—are used for
purposes of evasion, or are used for pur-
poses of covering up.

Thus, we are interested in laying a
foundation so that there will not be a
coverup, or that the covering up will be
deterred. That is very important. It
could be that what we do here will be a
deterrent to someone from doing some-
thing wrong. To that extent, that would
be a beneficial byproduct of the amend-
ment. All I am trying to do is to fill what
is a serious gap. If we are going to have
to file, then we should have meaningful
filing.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time remains to the committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes remains to the committee.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall
not detain the Senate but a few moments
on this matter. It has already been dis-
cussed fully and completely from the
committee’s viewpoint. But I do want to
stress support of what has been said by
the other members of the committee and
add this point.

After all, this provision involves the
tools available to the committee on mat-
ters that they have to deal with. The
committee proposal is based upon the
time that they have given to it and the
experience they have had. We think this
is enough, especially in view of the fact
that the committee has the additional
authority to go into any additional in-
come tax return of any bank, corpora-
tion, trust, or individual, which might be
needed in connection with any thorough
inquiry we might make.

I said in the beginning of this debate
that an attempt to evade the general
rules made a person just as guilty of
wrongdoing from an ethical standpoint
as an actual, outright violation. Thus, I
think when we establish a rule, everyone
knows what it is, and it would be a deter-
rent. Of course, it would be possible to
evade or avoid any of them, but that will
be a matter of determining the facts,
after it is alleged with probative value
that a violation has occurred. I think the
committee will have plenty of authority
{tander the resolution and under general

W.
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But, where are we going to stop? The
only question is: Shall we require those
who report incomes of $10,000 or more
to file with his attorney a copy of their
return? Thus, if some of their income
comes from some other source, we would
have to go to that additional source of

income, not under the terms of the
amendment, but under existing au-
thority.

Thus, it must stop somewhere. After
all, this is just a procedure to follow. We
are not trying to convict anyone of a
criminal offense. We think that this is
adequate authority, and more would be
an added burden upon the Senator, the
employee, or any other person, corpora-
tion, or trust that had contributed that
income.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will reject the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back their time?

Mr., STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, of the Senator
from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I would
like to have the Senator yield so that
I may ask a question of the manager of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
was not able to hear the Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to
be recognized 1 minute under the bill. I
wish to ask the author a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado has the floor.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Nebraska without los-
ing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. I call the attention of
the Senate to page 8, line 18, and the
remainder of it, which relates to the ef-
fective date of the disclosure require-
ments. It reads:

This rule shall take effect on July 1, 1968.
No reports filed under section 1 or section 8
shall include any interest held, payment re-
celved, or llability owed before the effective
date of the rule.

Does that language mean that in com-
plying with this rule as to a property
statement, a Senator lists only that real
and personal property acquired after the
adoption of the rule? I shall not press
for an answer at this time. I call it to the
attention of the committee, in the event
they want to give it further consideration.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator very much. There is a little
complication here in mathematies in re-
ferring back and in making these various
provisions effective. I do not think there
is any doubt the answer is that the rule
refers to income for the year 1968 and
payments received in 1968——
hei\[r. CURTIS. But it says “interest

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. And it refers to the sec-
tion for the disclosure.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. I believe that the re-
porting should not include transactions
underway. Many of our colleagues have
campaigns already set up and going. So
I am not pleading for total retroactivity,
but I want to know whether or not my
financial statement should include only
interest in real or personal property ac-
quired after the date of this rule.

Mr. STENNIS. I can tell the Senator
now, although a more complete answer
doubtlessly ought to be given later, that
if the Senator owned property today and
still owned it when this section became
effective, he would have to list what he
owned at that time.

Mr. CURTIS. The rule does not say
that.

Mr. STENNIS. If anything were dis-
posed of before the effective date
of the rule, then he would not be holding
it and would not report it. We will give
a more complete answer. I thank the
Senator for his contribution.

AMENDMENT NO., 619

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 619, which is at
the desk, and ask that the clerk read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment (No. 619), as modified, as follows:

On page T, line 15, insert the following
after the perlod: “Within a reasonable time
after such recorded vote has been taken, the
individual concerned shall be informed of
the vote to examine and audit, and shall be
advised of the nature and scope of such
examination.”

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I can
present this matter very shortly. I be-
Iiev;at the committee looks with favor
on it.

It is an amendment which, as I see
it, is necessary to protect not only a Sen-
ator or officer or employee but, in the
final analysis, the committee as well. On
page 7 of the resolution, under para-
graph 2, it provides that the committee
shall keep the papers confidential. Then
it provides that, after a record majority
vote, the committee may procure from
the Comptroller General those papers,
including the income tax returns, and
use them for examination and audit.

I think it is a good presumption that
the committee would never take this
action unless something in the nature of
a charge had been made to the com-
mittee prior to that time.

The sole purpose of the amendment
is that when the committee, by a re-
corded majority vote, votes to take up
the papers from the Comptroller Gen-
eral for examination and audit, whether
it affects a Senator, an officer, or em-
ployee, the person involved shall, within
a reasonable time, be notified of the vote
that has been taken and also the nature
and scope of the examination.

It would seem to me such examination
and audit would contemplate the gather-
ing of information from sources outside
the confines of the papers filed.

Therefore, this provision is a neces-
sary precaution for the person himself
as well as the committee, not only be-
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cause such an examination and audit
may be going on even in his hometown
without his knowing it, but also, because,
without any purposeful effort on the part
of the committee, the examination and
audit might cause him great embarrass-
ment, if not damage.

So my amendment just puts into this
particular section principles that we rec-
ognize in all the codes of civil and erimi-
ﬁal jurisprudence in this country, I be-

eve.

I shall be happy to yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding to me. The
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Colorado has been carefully ex-
amined by the committee membership.
It is found that, in his resourcefulness,
the Senator has thought up another
valid, good safeguard to put upon the
procedures proposed, for the protection
of anyone who is involved, and also for
the guidance of the committee.

Under those circumstances, we are
glad to support the amendment. I wish
to emphasize again, as I have before, that
the committee wanted every safeguard
and every reasonable restriction on the
committee in delving into these papers,
which are highly personal and ordinarily
confidential.

We are glad that the Senator has made
this contribution, in the reasonable terms
he has used, and we gladly support him
in his amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator .

Mr. President, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The questioning
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] has
spoken about an amendment. I think he
is on the way to the Chamber.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Against
whose time is it to be charged?

Mr. STENNIS. If the Chair will
charge it to the time I just yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

l’.}‘he bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 639

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment No. 639.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL’s amendment (No. 639) is as
follows:
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On page 5, line 23, Immediately after the
word “interests”, inseri the words “and the
personal financlal interests of his spouse”.

On page 5, line 25, strike out the comma
where it appears for the second time and
the words “or he”,

On page 6, line 1, strike out “jointly,”, and
insert in lieu thereof the words “jointly or
separately”.

On page 6, line 5, immediately after the
word “him”, insert the words “or by his
spouse”,

On page 6, line B, immediately after the
word “he”, insert the words “or his spouse”.

On page 6, line 10, immediately after the
word “his”, insert the words “or her”.

On page 6, line 14, immediately after the
word “he”, insert the words *“or his spouse”.

On page 6, line 16, immediately after the
word “he”, insert the words “or his spouse”.

On page 6, line 20, immediately after the
word “employee”, insert a comma and the
words “or the spouse of the Senator, officer,

or employee,”.
On page 7, line 4, immediately after “him,”,
insert the words “or by his spouse,”.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu-
late the Committee on Standards and
Conduct, its chairman, and its members
for the very fine set of proposals they
have devised. In my view, they have de-
veloped as fair and honorable a balance
as can be achieved between some rea-
sonable degree of privacy and the right
of the public to know the motives of their
public servants.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend until order is restored.
The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Rhode Island may
proceed.

Mr. PELL, One of the problems en-
countered in an effort of this sort to de-
vise a code of ethics is that rascals can
always get around if, if they are rascals.
It is impossible to devise a code that is
completely tight. But in general, I be-
lieve we operate, in our society, on the
basis that public servants, public officials;
people who are elected to office, are hon-
orable men. We know they nearly always
are, and their interests are those of their
communities and their people.

I spent more than 2 years—and it
seemed like 10—on the Bobby Baker case.
One of the most disagreeable experiences
of my life was listening to some
of the exceptions to the general rule of
honor applied to public servants; and I
think all the members of the committee
felt the same way.

When it comes to the matter of dis-
closure, I am struck with the fact that
some of the countries in Latin America
which have, as I understand it, a high
incidence of corruption, also have pro-
visions for public disclosure. In every
country, I believe, the general rule can
be stated that the level of honesty and
honor in public servants and elected of-
ficials is a little higher than that of the
general community. It may not be a great
deal higher, but it is usually a bit higher.

I do not know of many countries in
which Members of Congress have been
elected while they were in jail. Yet this
has occurred in our own country. I think
that it is fair to observe that higher
standards should be applied by the peo-
ple who do the electing and choosing.

I remember a story told of a man who
served in our own body. He was once
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defeated for office on the ground that
he did not have faith in his State because
he had made his investments outside the
State. But if it were a small State, and
he were a rich man, and he had had in-
vestments within the State, he might
have been in the predicament of being in-
volved in personal conflicts of interest
many times. Basically, I think he did the
right thing. He invested outside his
State and was able to be of service to
all his constituents to the best of his
ability. Yet, he was defeated because of
following this policy.

In connection with the recommenda-
tions of the committee, I myself tried,
2 years ago, to file a statement of assets
with the Comptroller General, because
I have always believed that that is the
way to proceed. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the text of my letter to Mr.
Staats, Comptroller General of the
United States. I also ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point Mr. Staats’ reply to the effect
that he could not accept such lists from
me because he did not have the legisla-
tive authorization to do so, and courte-
ously returning what I had sent him.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

APRIL 20, 1966.
Hon. ELMER B, STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. StaaTs: In accordance with the
intent of S. Res. 123, I am enclosing a list of
the business enterprises in which I or my
wife have an interest, either by virtue of own-
ership or as a trust beneficiary. I request that
you keep this on file and make it available
to the Chalrman of the Senate Committee on
Standards and Conduct, if it should ever
be requested.

Sincerely,
CLAIBORNE PELL.
COMPTROLLER (GGENERAL
UNITED STATES,
Washington D.C., May 10, 1966.
Hon, CLATBORNE PELL,
U.S. Senate,

Dear BENATOR PELL: Yesterday I received
your letter enclosing a list of the business
enterprises In which you or your wife have
an interest, either by virtue of ownership or
as a trust beneficiary. You request that I keep
the statement on fille and make it available
to the Chalrman of the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct, if it should
ever be requested.

I think your motives in forwarding a list
of financlal interests in order to comply with
the intent of Senate Resolution 123 are most
commendable. Senate Resolution 123 was
favorably reported by the Senate Committee
on Rules and Administration on June 30,
1965; but the resolution has not been acted
on by the Senate.

I would like to honor your request. How-
ever, regardless of my personal feelings in
the matter I do not think it would be proper
for me to pt the stat 1t for filing with-
out the Senate having authorized me to do so
by adopting Senate Resolution 123, or other-
wise enacting legislation eontaining such au-
thority. By accepting your statement for
filing I would be placing into effect a pro-
cedure which the Senate, to date, has not ap-
proved, and thus performing an act which I
have not been authorized to do.

For the reasons indicated I feel that I must
return the statement forwarded with your
letter. Also, I am sending a copy of this letter
t0 The Honorable John Stennis, Chairman,

OF THE
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Senate Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct.
‘With kindest regards, I am
Sincerely,
ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United
States.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, what the
Senator from Mississippi, the Senator
from Utah, and the other members of
the Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct have done is to make it possible
for the kind of filing sought to take
place. For that reason, I very much sup-
port the recommendations of the com-
mittee along this line.

When it comes to contributions, one
faces a problem. In my last campaign,
I had a little surplus. I offered, or rather
my treasurer offered, to return the sur-
plus, on a pro rata basis, to each one of

contributors. Out of the 400-odd con-
tributors to whom my treasurer offered
rebate, only two asked to have their
money returned on a pro rata basis. The
others preferred the alternative of hav-
ing their portions remain in escrow until
my next campaign should I again seek
public office. ;

But I do believe there is one loophole
here, and that is that “spice”—the plural
of “spouse”—are not included in the
provision. I think the wives of Senators
also have *‘he same responsibilities as
their husbands for filing and making
their finanecial income known. I am not
saying that a husband will not be able to
get around that, because if he does not
put his holdings in his wife’s name, he
can put it in the name of somebody else.
At least, if we are going to support this
resolution—and it is a good and proper
resolution—I should think that wives
should be included, and that is exactly
what my amendment proposes. I would
hope that there might be an expression
of opinion on that now.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes of the committee’s
time,

First, I wish to thank the Senator from
Rhode Island for his most generous and
fine remarks about the activities and ef-
forts of the committee in the preparation
of the resolution, not as to what the final
contents should be.

‘We had the counsel and guidance of
many persons who were versed in various
fields, and we obtained ideas from them.
We were benefited, too, by the previous
work of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, including the work of
several members who had worked on the
Baker case, in particular. That includes
a member of our committee, the distin-
guished Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
CoorEer], who was the author, too, of the
resolution under which the commitiee
operated.

We benefited from the work of others,
inecluding the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, who proposed rules of guidance. He
was the first one to suggest, to me at
least, the idea of filing information with
the Comptroller General, who would be
the custodian of the various reports that
might be required. We are especially in-
debted to him for that contribution as
well as for others.

The Senator from Rhode Island makes
a good point about requiring the return
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of the spouse of a Senator or of an em-
ployee of the Senate. He suggests the
possibility of a person transferring in-
come to her and not reporting it himself.
That is entirely possible.

As the Senator himself says, no rule
can cover everything. Frankly, we have
raised the question of honor and ethics,
and have put it right on the doorstep of
everyone affected. We did not try to plug
up every hole everywhere and write this
resolution as a police code.

The reason why we did not try to plug
up everything is that to attempt to evade
the rule is as much a violation of the
ethical code as is the outright violation
of it. So if anyone thinks that he will
be innocent merely because he did not
violate the letter of these guidelines, I
think he will find himself sadly mistaken
if he is ever called upon for an account-
ing. It is the ethical conecept that will
control. I believe that the public under-
stands that and approves it.

There is another basic reason. The
wife of an employee or of a Senator has
her own civil rights. They include the
right of privacy, to a degree, so the com-
mittee decided basically that we did not
have any jurisdiction or control or any
right to try to impose rules for the guid-
ance of Senators or our employees over
their wives. That was a basic decision. It
is respected and followed all the way
through these recommendations. Almost
every paragraph, if not every line, of the
proposals in the resolution recognizes
that basic principle in one way or an-
other. So to change now and make a 180~
degree turn and go off in another direc-
tion would not only be a violation of a
legal prineiple, as we see it, and a prin-
ciple of right and wrong, as we see it
from this viewpoint; it would be a con-
tradiction of everything that has been
prepared, much of which has been, in
effect, approved by the Senate.

So with the greatest deference to the
Senator from Rhode Island and his
great sineerity, we shall respectfully have
to decline to support his amendment. On
the other hand, for the reasons I have
given, we would have to feel that we are
compelled actively to oppose it.

Mr. PELL. I understand. I submitted
the same amendment, but did not press
it to a vote, several years ago in connec-
tion with the recommendation of the
Committee on Rules and Administration.
I do believe that there is a very clear
problem now that arises because of the
difference between those of us who are
lucky enough to have our own outside
income and family income, and those of
us who do not. I found it difficult yester-
day to vote on this subject. In my more
than 7 years as a Senator, I have had to
write many a check for my office account.
I have done it without assistance. No one
else has put one cent into it. Nor have
I ever permitted any political contribu-
tions to be used for office expenses,
Everyone cannot be so lucky or fortunate,
and that is why I feel that the resolution
as reported by the committee is correct.
It is all very well for those of us who
can afford to contribute to our office ac-
count to do so; it should be made fair
for everybody.

I hope that we may have a vote on my
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amendment concerning “spice.” I move
my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. I again thank the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island.

Mr. President, I believe that the proper
order now is that we return our time.

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, I release my
remaining time.

Mr. STENNIS. I release the commit-
tee’s remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island. [Putting the
question.]

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 642 AND 643

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call
up amendments Nos. 642 and 643 and ask
unanimous consent that they be con-
sidered together, because the text is the
same and they apply to the same mat-
ter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskik in the chair) . Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The amendments will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the amendments, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 642

On page 2, line 24, after “committee" in-
sert “except that minority staff members shall
be under the supervision of the ranking mi-
nority Senator on the committee.”

AMENDMENT No. 643
On page 3, line 4, after “subcommittee”
insert “except that minority staff members
shall be under the supervision of the rank-
ing minority Senator on the committee."”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as the
resolution now reads, the professional,
clerical, and other assistants of a com-
mittee all come under the supervision
of the chairman. It occurs to me that
the minority staff members should very
properly come under the supervision of
the ranking minority Senator on the
committee, That is all I have to say
about it.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Amendments Nos. 642 and 643 we be-
lieve cover a point—a so-called minor
point, but it is an important point—
that the committee had overlooked.
They merely would put the minority
staff members under the supervision of
the ranking minority Senator on any
committee.

We support the amendments and hope
they will be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
en bloe.

The amendments were agreed fo.

AMENDMENT NO. 644

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 644.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:
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(c) A Senator or candidate for Senator
may receive contributions from his party
when such contributions were from a fund-
ralsing event sponsored by his party, without
giving his express approval for such fund-
raising event when such fundraising event
is for the purpose of providing contributions
for candidates of his party and such con-
tributions are reported by the Senator or
candidate for Senator as provided in para-
graph (b).

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, this is a
matter that probably the committee
overlooked in its deliberations. It has
been customary for the senatorial and
congressional and national campaign
committees to hold fundraising events.
They do not ask for the approval of a
Member of the Senate, and that is not
necessary at all. As a matter of fact, no
individual Senator is the sponsor of this
event. But it is a fundraising event, and
the funds that are derived—and they are
rather substantial—are then made avail-
able to Members of the House and the
Senate and to expenditures for a variety
of purposes. It can be for television. It
can be a direct contribution in cash, Buf
the Senator has nothing to say about it,
and therefore he is in no position fo give
approval to an event of that sort.

I believe this matter was just over-
looked in the general deliberations of the
committee, and I believe it sheould be
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, as I un-
derstand the Senator from Illinois, his
amendment would merely recognize and
make proper the contributions to a Sen-
ator or a candidate for the office of Sen-
ator from his party’s political committee.
He could receive funds from them for
that purpose without having given his
prior approval to the fundraising
event—for example, a $50-a-plate dinner.

That is the correct meaning and pur-
pose of the amendment, is it not?
~ Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. That would make the

resolution conform with what has been
the practice and the procedure with re-
spect to election funds, as generally prac-
ticed throughout the country.
- Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator is correct.
- Mr. STENNIS. That is the version we
had, Mr. President, that this is not a
fundraising event for a particular Sen-
ator. It is not a testimonial dinner for a
particular person. It is a party function,
sponsored by the party; and, naturally,
the Senator should not be called upon to
give his dissent or his assent. It is a mat-
ter that has a sponsor, and the public
knows, and it is well defined, and there is
no doubt about it.

We believe this amendment would

really fill out and make more complete
the very purposes we have.
" Mr. DIRKSEN. I might add, Mr. Pres-
ident, that the committees on both sides
of the aisle that undertake these events
make a very careful record and a very
careful report of all their disbursements
and what is taken in. So it involves no
individual Senator as such.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. My question relates to
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the word “party” on line 3. The Senator
has explained this in relation to the na-
tional party and to the gala events about
which we all know. Could this be inter-
preted, also, tc be a State party organi-
zation?

Mr, DIRKSEN. I do not know whether
it could. I had thought about putting in
the word “State.”

Mr. PEARSON, Or county party or-
ganization? The party organization in
most States—at least it is in my State—
is set out by statutory authority. The
State party is a legal entity, and the
county organizations are legal entities.

I have no objection to this amend-
ment, and the chairman has expressed
none for the committee; but in line with
the statutory legal entity of the party
organization as it may exist, I wonder
whether this refers to National or State
or county.

Mr. DIRESEN. The language addresses
itself to this question—the receipt of con-
tributions by a Senator.

Mr. PEARSON. Where a legal entity
of his party has done it?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. We do
not confine it, and it could very well be
interpreted to include State and even
county, for that matter.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will
yield, the Senator from Kansas might
agree to the insertion of a word after
“his” on line 2, which would clarify the
amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; I have no objec-
tion.

Mr. PEARSON. I have no objection,
either. The thrust of my yuestion was to
what part of the party the Senator was
referring. The Senator has answered my
question.

Mr. STENNIS. Would the Senator
modify his amendment?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to modify the amendment accord-
ingly, so that in line 2 after the word
“his” the word “political” is inserted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is with-
in the Senator’s right to modify his
amendment. The amendment is so modi-
fied.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will yield,
I should like to suggest another modifi-
cation, not in opposition to nor a change
in the meaning of the Senator’'s amend-
ment. On the adoption of an amendment
yesterday, in line 3, at the top of page 4,
the language was changed, and now reads
“a Senator or candidate for Senate.”
Well, it gives the full definition of a can-
didate; and if we have one definition at
the top and another in the Senator’s
amendment, it would cause confusion.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I include candidates.

This language is in line with the modi-
fied Anderson amendment of yesterday.

Mr. STENNIS. The Cannon amend-
ment of yesterday was the amendment
to which I was referring.

Mr. President, those persons who deal
with the language believe that the words
here present a complication. I am advised
by Mr. Fern, who deals with the language
in this matter, that yesterday, upon the
adoption of the Cannon amendment No.
630, language on line 3, at the top of page
4, was amended to add “candidate for a
Senator or a candidate.”
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At any rate, this is a language com-
plication. If we are going to further
amend the language of the original reso-
lution, the Dirksen amendment must be
made to conform to the language of the
Cannon amendment rather than to the
original proposal.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It does conform.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Fern thinks not.
There have not been changes to correct
it.

Mr. President, I suggest that, since we
are together on the substance of this
matter, we adopt this amendment and
whatever language change might be nec-
essary to make it conform can be taken
care of at the end, as is always done,
in handling the language in the resolu-
tion.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is quite satisfac-

ry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has all
time been yielded back?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DIRKESEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
time having been yielded back, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
(No. 644), as modified, offered by the
Senator from Illinois. [Putting the ques-
tion.]

The amendment (No. 644), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 646

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 646), and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

On page 6, line 6, strike “from a client for
legal services.

Mr. DIRKESEN. Mr. President, this is
a very simple amendment. It would
strike out the words “from a client for
legal services.”

Instead of legal services, there might
be consultant fees or economist fees.
‘Who knows where fees might come from
other than from legal services, and
those that would not be legal services.

Therefore, if there is to be included
income over $1,000 as compensation or
fees, this amendment would put a period
at the end after the word “client” and
that would cover the waterfront.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I yield
myself 5 minutes, because I think the
history of this matter should be ex-
plained, even though we are going to
support the amendment.

The original resolution provides that:

The amount or value and source of each
fee or compensation of $1,000 or more re-

ceived by him during the preceding year from
a client for legal service must be reported.

That language pertaining to members
of the bar was provided because the Gov-
ernment activities enter into so many
fields that are of special knowledge to
one who is connected with the Govern-
ment. Such matters generally involve
legal work, not only legislation as such,
but also commissions, contracts, and a
host of things that could be in the neigh-
borhood of conflict-of-interest problems.

So the language was submitted as a
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kind of precaution and general guide-
line.

The effect of striking out these words
would make the provision apply to other
professions. The committee has no ob-
jection to letting it apply in that way,
but it should be pointed out that it would
also apply to surgeons’ fees, architects’
fees, professional writing, or nonprofes-
sional writing that was compensated. It
would apply across the board. It occurs
to me that when you strike out “a client,”
you are going to apply this to the total
amount of income from whatever source.
I do not know that the Senator in-
tended to do that.

The words “a client” would limit the
provision to a person.

I think the language could be worked
out a little more carefully so as to pro-
vide “from an individual” or “from each
individual or corporation”.

The Senator does not want reported
every $5 or $10.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a modification of the amendment
in line 6 so as to make it read: “from
an individual, corporation, or any enter-
prise.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to modify his amend-
ment, and the amendment is so modified.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
that would make the provision applica-
ble across the board to all professional
fees of $1,000 or above. We support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time having been yielded back,
the question is on agreeing to the
amendment (No. 646), as modified, of
the Senator from Illinois. [Putting the
question.]

The amendment (No. 646), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 6848

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 648), and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 6, line 10, strike everything after
“year” through line 11, and insert in lieu

thereof: “and the amount of such compen-
sation;"

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when
all is said and done, the only interest
here is what the person receives by way
of compensation. It is not particularly
his capacity and the period of time. If
he had to go into a dissertation of ca-
pacity in connection with any enterprise,
that might become a long and wearisome
operation, detailing his duties, while the
only interest is the compensation he re-
ceives.

In the interest of clarity I think that
on page 6, line 10, we should strike out
everything after the word “year” through
line 11, and insert in lieu thereof: “and
the amount of such compensation;”.

That is all that is involved in the
amendment.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I understand that in his amendment
the Senator is referring to page 6, line T
of the resolution regarding directors’
fees. Is that correct?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. This amendment would
require that the report contain informa-
tion giving the amount of such compen-
sation. Is that correct?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator is correct;
because that is the only interest.

Mr. STENNIS. We think that is a
good amendment and we are glad to
support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment (No. 648)
offered by the Senator from Illinois.
[Putting the question.]

The amendment (No. 648) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO, 849
Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 649), and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 6, line 13, after “property” insert
“except such property used for personal resi-
dential purposes”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as the
resolution stands now, it provides,
among other things which have to be re-
ported, for the identity of each interest
in real or personal property having a
value of $10,000 or more which was
owned at any time during the preceding
year.

It occurs to me, very properly, that an
exception should be made with respect
to the property used for personal resi-
dential purposes. That would mean a
dwelling occupied or it might equally
mean a summer dwelling, but it could
not go beyond that. It must be property
used for personal residential purposes,
and no more, Thus, I do not believe that
the requirement should go beyond that.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr, STENNIS. The committee does
not support the amendment and does
not agree thereto. It thinks that the
matter is properly covered already. It
pertains to personal residential prop-
erty, house and lot, used for personal
residential purposes. There is no re-
quirement now to report values for resi-
dences, except in the event where the
item exceeds $10,000. Any item standing
alone has to be reported if it is $10,000
or more in value. I think that falls in
the category of “other property.” We do
not attempt to give a value on how much
it will be worth next year, what it origi-
nally cost, or anything like that. It is
just another item of property that is
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supposed fo be listed if it is worth $10,-
000 or more—I spell i, o-r m-o-r-e.

In these inflated times, virtually
everyone’s house which is really used as
a residence is worth $10,000 or more in
value. If not, of course, they do not have
to report it at all. But we thought it best
just to list it, if it was worth more than
$10,000, and let it go at that.

When we get into these exceptions,
someone else will want to put in the ac-
tual value, what it was originally pur-
chased for, and so forth, and we will gef
all mixed up. Therefore, I would hope
that the Senator would reconsider his
amendment and perhaps might wish to
withdraw it and let the matter stand as
we have it now. We did not mention
“dwelling house”—but that is the way it
will work. It will just be listed as an item
of $10,000 or more. Otherwise, to be con-
sistent, and in order not to have to go
into any of these questions on actual
value, cost, and so forth, we have to op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi that I will not press
my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s attitude. I think it will leave the
situation more harmonious because it al-
ready covers the waterfront.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I with-
draw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 651

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment (No. 651), and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page T, line 11, after “years,” insert:
“Provided however, That within six months
after a Senator retires or is deceased such
papers shall be delivered by the Comptroller
General to whomever the Senator or the ad-
ministrator or executor of his estate shall
direct. Such papers”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, these
papers will be in the possession of the
Comptroller General and are even sus-
ceptible to subpena powers. I see noth-
ing in the resolution with reference to
that. When a Member leaves the Sen-
ate, either by defeat, attrition, or retire-
ment, it would seem to me to be a mis-
take not to have his administrator able
to receive the papers.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. The Senator is
correct. Late last night another amend-
ment was offered that covered this point,
and the committee supported it. I think
it is entirely covered to the Senator’s
satisfaction that, 1 year after the termi-
nation of the office or the employment
of a Senator or employee, the papers
would be returned; and in case the party
was not living then to his legal repre-
sentative.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That would be satis-
factory.

Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator
makes a fine point.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I with-
draw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.
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AMENDMENT NO. 653

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 653), and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

On page B, line 20, after “owed"”, insert in
lieu thereof “or copy of an income tax return
filed™,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished chairman and his counsel
that this has only one purpose, to avoid
the filing of an income tax return for
prior years.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. We do not ask
that it be required for 1967 or for 1966.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes, for any prior
year.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The resolution does not require
that.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But it is not too clear,
it occurred to me, in the resolution.

Mr. STENNIS. Would the Senator
from Illinois read the amendment again?

Mr. DIRKSEN. On page 8, line 20,
after “owed”, insert in lieu thereof “or
copy of an income tax return filed.”

That applies to the prior years.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Chair will in-
dulge me a moment, this is an amend-
ment I have not yet seen. It pertains
to language which we were using to make
clear that there were no retroactive re-
quirements with reference to any of the
reporting or filing. The amendment is
to that language, which is rather com-
plicated and hard fo draw. We have no
objection to the amendment.

Let me make this one observation, that
some clarification may be needed and
we will therefore want to include that,
11’ s0, in a request to put it in the resolu-

ion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has all
time been yielded back on this amend-
ment?

Mr., STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time on the amendment has
now been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to amend-
ment (No. 653) of the Senator from Il-
linois.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr., STENNIS, Mr. President, while
the Senator from Illinois has the floor,
and he has no amendment pending at
this moment, I should like to call his
attention to an amendment pertaining
to subcommittee staffs, the minority
members thereof, amendment No. 643.
One of those amendments was adopted.
I believe that No. 643 was a companion
amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. Is the Senator going to
take that up?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I shall ask that it be
considered jointly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator from Missis-
sippi that both amendments have been
agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS, I thank the Chair for
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advising me. I thought perhaps I had
overlooked it.

Mr. President, are we on controlled
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
amendment is pending at this time.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from
Illinois will call up his next amendment,
I want to say a word on it.

AMENDMENT NO. 857

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 657), but ask
unanimous consent that the clerk not
read it for the moment until after the
Senator’s explanation, because they will
want to consider it in connection with
still another amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will withhold its reading for the moment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen~
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, my re-
marks pertain to the title on page 2, line
7, the first one in the resolution. There
is interest in this. I have received many
inquiries, which is the reason why I
want to make this preliminary statement.

The committee has fully reconsidered
rule XLI in the light of the points made
by various Senators.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javrrs]l, who could not be here at this
moment, has an amendment in connec-
tion with it. However, the committee has
gone through the entire title and will
have an amendment that is far-reach-
ing—there is much interest in it—that
will constitute in part a rewrite of rule
XLI. I give notice of this now, and pro-
pose to take it up as soon as the Sen-
ator from Illinois has concluded his
other amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 657

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment offered by the
Senator from Illinois.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment (No. 657), as follows:

On page 6, line 16, after “interest” add the
following: “, except for a beneficial interest
that is created or arises as a result of a
death,”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, yester-
day and today we spent quite a lot of
time on the so-called trust section of the
resolution, dealing with the identity of
each trust or other fiduciary relations in
which a Senator had a beneficial inter-
est. The distinguished Senator from Iowa
belabored this matter at considerable
length. I had an amendment up to strike
out that entire section, and then pre-
pared one, instead, which reads: “ex-
cept for a beneficial interest that is cre-
ated or arises as a result of a death.”

I am not anxious to offer either one if
we can get some clarification. I have
these questions that I think ought to be
incorporated here in order to make some
legislative history. I wanted to discuss
this particular section in order that we
might develop some legislative history.

I address myself to the distinguished
chairman and I refer specifically to para-
graph (¢) on page 6, that paragraph of
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rule XLIV dealing with trusts. First,
what do the words “other fiduciary rela-
tion"” mean?

Mr. STENNIS, The Senator is referring
to paragraph (e). Is that correct?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Paragraph (e); that is
correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The word “trust” there
is a relative term, in a way. We added
the words “other fiduciary relation.” It
could include a guardianship or any
other trust relation where there was a
fiduciary relationship, in which a per-
son would have a beneficial interest.
That is a spectrum that has grown much
in the last few years, and includes many
different kinds of trusts.

Mr. DIRKSEN. So it can be a fidu-
ciary relationship as distinguished from
a trust?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I think that is
correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me put a hypo-
thetical example. If an irrevocable trust,
let us say, of $250,000 in assets were es-
tablished by a Senator and he contrib-
uted most, or all, of the assets or corpus
and were not the beneficiary, would such
a trust be covered and would the Sen-
ator be required to report it? As a mat-
ter of fact, he cannot become the bene-
ficlary unless one party to the trust is
deceased.

Mr. STENNIS. As long as he was not
a beneficiary, he certainly would not
have to report it under any interpreta-
tion of this language.

Mr. DIRKSEN. He is a potential
beneficiary.

Mr. STENNIS. He is a potential bene-
ficiary, but until he becomes the actual
owner, this language in the resolution
would have no bearing.

Mr. DIRESEN. My next question is:
What effect would the creation in time
of the trust have upon reporting it?
Suppose it were created before this rule
became effective.

Mr, STENNIS. I think the time that
would control as to his duty to report
would be the time that his beneficial
interest actually came into being and
came into operation; when it was no
longer a potential benefit, but became
an actual benefit. Anything created
under that benefit would at the next
reporting time have to be reported.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The committee used
the language in the resolution of an
“interest held” before this rule becomes
effective. Would that term “interest
held,” which appears in line 20, on page
8, refer to a beneficial interest that a
Senator might have in a trust?

Mr. STENNIS. Line 20, what page?

Mr, DIRKSEN. Page 8.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I think that
language is very broad. When we say
“any interest held,” that would apply to
an actual interest in being or actually
running to the benefit of the person re-
porting. If it were just a potential benefit
that might come into being later, it would
not be in being. It would not have been
born and would then be a nonentity, even
though it would be potential; and would
not have to be reported or referred to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I had one other ques-
tion. Where a trust is set up in a joint or
reciprocal will, actually it is a testamen-
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tary devise of property, and I do mnot
think we are clear on that point here at
all. It occurred to me that the committee
could at least insert some language that
was suitable to it to take care of a situa-
tion like that, because we run into the
inevitable problem of the spouse all over
again. The Senator knows how the Sen-
ate manifested itself the other day on
this very matter.

Mr. STENNIS. We would naturally be
concerned with an intimate matter of
that kind, which is very personal. As
long as the so-called will is just a piece
of paper, so to speak, and not in opera-
tion, because death has not ensued, it
certainly requires mo reporting or any
accounting or any reference in any way
required to be filed. But after it becomes
a real trust estate, if it is through opera-
tion of a law, and it has been probated
and becomes a public record and some
procedure is necessary in a record court,
the committee thinks it is a source of
income and trust that a Senator or em-
ployee would naturally report as he does
everything else, but not in greater detail
than is required in the resolution. We
could not see any way to interpret it
otherwise. That is the way we see it.

Mr, DIRKSEN. The matter could be
cured, of course, by simply inserting,
after the word “interest” in line 16, “ex-
cept testamentary devise.”

Mr. STENNIS. That would perhaps
cure it and make it an exception. Of
course, if this were a personal matter,
I am sure we would have agreed to it
readily, but it is not really a personal
matter, and comes within the sources
of income. We did not feel we could ac-
cept that suggestion without accepting
others that might be required, and there-
fore we respectfully declined to support
it. The committee had to go as far as
it did, just as we went on the matter of
disclosure. I think if we had not required
these beneficial interests and fiduciary
relationship income to be disclosed, we
certainly would not have brought in a
complete package hare.

Now, if it was necessary to include that
and if we make one exception, we open
the door. We do not see how we could
grant one and decline another, or very
quickly we could have the whole concept
more or less nullified.

For that reason, we respectfully regret
that we cannot support the amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course, Mr. Presi-
dent, I point out that these are not
sacrosanct rules, and they can be reached
by amendment at any time.

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. If perchance my esti-
mate of the matter proves to be correct,
then, of course, we would have to come
in with a modification of the rule at
some future time.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. But I did not want to
let this occasion go by without raising
what I think is a rather important ques-
tion that is involved here.

Mr. STENNIS. I fully agree, as does
the committee, with the Senator from
Tllinois about the importance of the mat-
ter, its relative sensitiveness, and the
utmost personal nature of matters that
are involved in it. I am glad that the
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Senator raised the point and gave notice
of such a possibility which could exist as
to any of us.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I with-
draw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I certainly would not
want to bring Senators over here at their
inconvenience, and have a long after-
noon of discussion, because there will be
another day and another time when this
matter can he reexamined.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I thank the Sena-
tor for his magnanimous gpirit, which
he always manifests, and for raising the
point now in such a fine way.

AMENDMENT NO. 652

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I call
up amendment No. 652. Before the clerk
reads it, I wish to say that this is a
matter of real substance, and I am not
at all sure that the committee will be
sold upon what I am attempting to do
here, because I am trying to make the
effective date for all of these provisions
May 16, 1969, instead of July 1, 1968,
the date carried in the committee reso-
lution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 8, line 18, strike “July 1, 1968"
and insert in lieu thereof “May 16, 1969".

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when
the House of Representatives considered
this whole matter of ethics, they adopted
the effective date of April 30, 1969.

The year 1969 is an off year; 1968 is
not merely an election year, but it is a
year for which Members already have
goodness knows how many plans afoot.
I think it is provided that this resolution
shall become effective 90 days after it is
adopted. That will require adjusting, of
course, on the part of every individual
Senator. It would seem to me to be far
better if we removed it from the atmos-
phere of an election year, and let it
become effective on the 16th of May
1969. That would be 1 day after every-
body was supposed to have completed
his income tax return and filed it for the
prior year.

I do not know that the amendment
requires any further discussion on my
part, because the language is very simple,
and it is just a question of what shall be
the effective date for all these changes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, as the
Senator from Illinois says, this is a far-
reaching amendment, and I think it must
be clearly understood; so I will go back
just a little.

The committee worked on this matter
a good long while, and had certain in-
terruptions, and I think the Senators
have been very patient. Frankly, I think
the press has also been very patient
with our committee and with the Senate,
and the public as well. The public have
an interest in this matter, of course, and
we appreciate their concern. But we were
not rushed into anything. We took our
time. The matter deserved plenty of time.
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We tried to bring in this report last
November, but various things intervened;
it is of no use to go into the details. Then
we aimed for early January, and there
was a long extended debate on another
matter; then we got in, and the gold
crisis pushed us out.

Anyway, the whole theme in the con-
sideration of this matter has been that
we should proceed, we should move along,
we should accept these guidelines, and,
after a reasonable time to digest what-
ever was passed, the resolution should go
into effect.

It turned out, according to a vote of
the Senate, that a vital part of the matter
was this disclosure rule, which has now
been fully understood and finally passed
on, I think.

The copy of the income tax return is
one of the main provisions of disclosure,
with the other reports to go with it; but
even under the terms of the Senate reso-
lution as presented by the committee, no
actual report will have to be filed until
next May, which is a reasonable time,
following the time we return our income
taxes for the year 1968. Also, May of 1969
is when we will make these additional
disclosures—within the sealed envelope,
of course—about various transactions we
had during that part of 1968 for which
this resolution will be effective.

So there is no rush on anything. There
is a provision for time to elapse between
now and the date of effectiveness for the
wheels to start turning on this resolu-
tion. Then there will be months and
months; a year will pass before anyone
will have to file an actual report. It will
be more than a year from now— May 15,
1969; a year and 6 weeks, approxi-
mately—and after the regular income
tax return is submitted.

So the only thing that will have to be
done this year is to make some changes
here, after the lapse of time, with ref-
erence to the so-called political fund, and
start keeping a record of it. That is about
the only difference; and that will not
have to be disclosed until next May.
That part that has to be publicly dis-
closed with the Secretary of the Senate
will not come up next May.

So I do not foresee any hardship of
any kind. We reconsidered this matter
after it was brought to our attention
here, in a very good way, by means of
an amendment. I have said many times
that time was not of the essence; that
what we wanted to do was to get the
best code that we could; and that is one
reason why we took so much time getting
the matter to the floor. But now, if the
Senate agrees, I would respectfully say
to our minority leader that we cannot
find any justification for further delay
in letting it start to operate.

Even though this is an election year,
I do not see any hardship at all that will
affect anyone. Yesterday afternoon, at
the persuasion of the Senator from New
Hampshire and other Senators, we took
out the provision with reference to the
staff of a Senator, That was a matter
that was hard to adjust to, and it could
affect some Senator’s campaign planning.
But that provision was knocked as high
as the sky. The astronauts who are go-
ing around in the atmosphere are slow
movers compared with what that amend-
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ment did. That provision went out. I do
not think there is any basis left now
for any delay.

I am not complaining about what the
Senate did. I can always live with what
the Senate does after it has considered
these matters.

The committee this morning consid-
ered this matter again and unanimously
agreed that this provision should be
stoutly defended. That is the purpose of
my remarks now.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have
only this concluding word. It is strange
that although we are all Members of
Congress, one branch of the legislative
body will file under one provision, and
one will file under still another.

The only reason for even offering this
amendment in the first instance was to
bring the question into some degree of
consistency. The House commiftee, con-
sisting of 12 members, worked on this
proposal for a long, long time. I am sure
they were diligent in their labor. How-
ever, I think there ought to be at least
reasonable uniformity as to when these
rules would attach and become effective.
That was the principal reason for my
submitting the amendment.

Now I am going to withdraw the
amendment, but I wanted the history to
be made so that at some subsequent time
there would still be an opportunity to
modify the action of the committee with
respect to the effective date. So I with-
draw the amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. We certainly thank the
Senator from Illinois. We think it was
well to bring out the point he brought
out.

I found that we changed the date from
March to May, with reference to other
reports, so I want my remarks to be cor-
rected as to the date I gave.

Mr, DIRESEN. Mr. President, I have
one more amendment. I call up my
amendment No. 656, I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with but that the
amendment be printed in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Amendment No. 656 is as follows:

On page 1, line 12, strike “rules” and in-
sert “‘standing orders”;

On page 2, strike lines 4, 5, and 6, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 2. The following are to be added as
additional Standing Orders of the Senate:";

On page 4, strike line 1;

On page 4, strike line 26 and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “under the stand-
ing order relating to disclosure of financial
interests”;

On page 5, strike line 2 and line 15;

On page 7, strike line 8 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: “ported by the stand-
ing order relating to contributions.”;

On page 8, strike line 5 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“(a) the accounting required by the stand-
ing order relating to contributions for.”;

On page 8, line 18, strike “rule” and in-
sert "standing order.”

On page 2, line 18, strike “rule” and insert
in lieu thereof “standing order";

On page 2, line 19, strike “rule” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “standing order™;

On page 3, line 23, strike “rule” and insert
in lieu thereof “standing order’;

On page 5, in line 1 and line 14, strike
";};le" and insert in lieu thereof “standing
order”;
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On page 7, line 2, strlke “rule” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “standing order”;

On page 8, line 14, strike “rule” and insert
in lieu thereof “standing order;

On page 8, line 18, strike “rule” and insert
in lieu thereof “standing order™;

On page 8, line 21, strike “rule” and Insert
in lieu thereof “standing order”.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, these
are modifications that should be made all
the way through the resolution in order
to make a package of standing orders
rather than rules of the Senate. There is
a reason for it.

On July 24, 1964, the Senate created
the Committee on Standards and Con-
duct, but it was not done as a rule of
the Senate; it was done as a standing
order. There is a considerable difference,
because if these are rules, and questions
arise, the questions have to be referred
to the Chair. There sits a Parliamentari-
an. He will have to pass upon these mat-
ters. Some of them, perhaps, will be very
delicate, and that would put an unjust
burden upon him. It would put him in the
judgment seat, so to speak. I am sure he
would not want to bargain for that kind
of responsibility, nor should it be im-
posed upon him. That is the reason why
these items ought to be standing orders
rather than rules.

Standing orders are always printed
in the rule book, and Senators can find
there the order relating to the Select
Committee on Standards and Conduct.

Even when we awarded service pins
or emblems to the Members, we made
that a standing rule.

The Senate youth program was estab-
lished under a standing order.

We authorized suits by Senate com-
mittees as a standing order.

Loyalty checks on Senate employees
are authorized under a standing order.

The printing of the Executive Journal
is done under a standing order.

Hearings before Senate members of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
are conducted under a standing order.

The Select Committee on Small
Business was created by a standing order,
not by a rule.

The purpose of the amendment now
pending is to strike out the word “rule”
wherever it appears; then these items
can become a group of standing orders of
the Senate.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is a
matter in which the Senator from
Mississippi is not fully versed. I had
known that this point would be raised,
and I had suggested that it be deferred
until the final moments of the debate
for consideration.

Even though the Senator from Illinois
may be correct, I am not willing to agree
that the Senate would be handicapped
in any way. We have a fine Parliamen-
tarian, and we are proud of him, Ordi-
narily, we follow his advice. But after
all, the Parliamentarian is just an ad-
viser to the Senate. He does not rule
on the rules; he merely advises the
Chair on what is the rule. The Chair can
follow his advice or not. My concept of
the Senate is that the ruling come from
the Chair. Anyway, that is what I was
told when I first came to the Senate.
When we say that we appeal, we appeal
not from the advice of the Parliamen-
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tarian; we appeal from the ruling of the
Chair

I do not want the resolution to have
any second-rate status. We ought to look
into this further. I have not mentioned
this particular point to the Parliamen-
tarian, because I have not had a chance
to do so. However, I understand from
him before we reported the resolution
that to bring in a report or a recom-
mendation in the form of additions to
the Senate rules would be proper. I
checked on that. I have not had a chance
to discuss this particular point with the
Parliamentarian. But I did think that
we should bring it in, and he agreed that
that would be proper. I asked him if it
would have to be referred to a com-
mittee, and he said no; that the select
committee had status and was a com-
mittee itself.

We considered the question at the
time, and in the resolution we created the
committee to which the Senator from
Illinois refers.

I read now an item from section 2, or
the first part of section 2(a), relating to
the duties of the select committee.

It shall be the duty of the Select Com-
mittee to—

I should like to have the attention
of the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
PeARSON]—

(8) recommend to the Senate, by report or
resolution, such additional rules or regula-
tions as the Select Committee shall deter-
mine to be necessary or desirable to insure
proper standards of conduct by Members of
the Senate, and by officers or employees of
the Senate, in the performance of their duties
and the discharge of their responsibilities.

That is the vital part of the authority
given to the committee by the Senate.
It is a direct declaration of authority to
the committee by the Senate. I do not
think we could report ir any other way
than as described in the standing order.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I never for a moment
impeached the propriety of what the
committee has done by offering these as
rules. I lay my amendment on the prem-
ise that a rule must be interpreted, and
the prejudgment in every case virtually
starts with the Parliamentarian, for
when a question is addressed to him, the
Chair obviously gets the opinion of the
Parliamentarian. More often than not—
I would rather gather in 95 percent of the
cases—the Chair will follow the advice
of the Parliamentarian.

He is there because he is skilled in the
interpretation of the rules and the prece-
dents of the Senate. This imposes an ad-
ditional burden, in the form of judgment
on these matters, which I do not believe
should be reposed upon him. If it is done
in the form of standing orders, then it
goes right back to the responsibility of
the Committee on Standards and Con-
duct.

If we had not drafted the Cooper res-
olution in 1964 in quite the hurry we did,
we might have taken account of the
words “rules and regulations” and made
certain that the text was correct, indeed.

But I do not for a moment take issue
with the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi as to the propriety of what has
been done.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
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I should like to request of him and of
the Senate that the matter be laid aside
for the time being, until we can confer
with the Parliamentarian and any Sena-
tor who might wish to confer with us
on this point.

I do not want the committee—there is
no personal pride in this; I even voted
against the creation of this small com-
mittee—relegated to second-rate status,
and I do not want anything the commit-
tee adopts with respect to these proposals
given second-rate status. In my opinion,
they should be rules of the Senate, sub-
ject to the interpretation of the Chair.

May we confer about this matter?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I with-
draw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 658

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Illinois has concluded, I
call up my amendment No. 658.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 2, on line 186, strike out: “and has
received permission from®.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of my amendment is to raise with
the committee the entire question of rule
}?e;l as it affects employees of the Sen-
ate.

In this matter, Mr. President, I feel
that I do not speak for myself but speak,
rather, as an agent of the Senate; be-
cause the Republican caucus which we
had last Tuesday, at luncheon, seemed
to raise this as a question that was
troubling us all.

Senator Stennis, I must say, has been
deeply understanding about it, and I
gather that he will make some proposals
to the Senate to deal with the problem.

This is the problem, Mr. President: A
good many of the employees, and I have
actually talked with them in my own
office—I have some 36 in New York City,
Washington, and Buffalo, which is as
much as anyone has, but it is inherent in
the fact that I represent such a large
State—have felt rather demeaned by the
fact that they had to come to the boss, as
it were, though they do work for the
United States, as has been said many
times, and get “permission” to, for ex-
ample, dabble around in stocks—it is not
a very big deal for most of them, perhaps
a few hundred dollars—or if somebody
wants to buy a lot on speculation. Also
left in question is whether their own
home would represent a proper exempted
transaction or whether they would have
to get permission from the Senator to
but their own home or to sell if.

Another matter that is worrisome—
and I believe this is important for the
committee to note—is the requirement
that the employee must have reported
in writing, but there is no requirement
that the permission be in writing. I must
say that, for my part, I was appalled to
remember that when the very unfortu-
nate case of the Senafor from Connec-
ticut was before the Senate, there was
some conflict as between his employees
and himself with respect to what he said
and what they said.
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I said in our own conference that be-
cause of that possibility, it made every
Senator a surety for his employees, that
the employees would not be operating
improperly. I certainly would not con-
trovert one of my employees if he said,
“I told you, Senator, and you didn't say
‘No."” We do so many things that it
would be difficult to contradict one’s
employee flatly, unless we were mighty
sure that we had not in some busy mo-
ment heard about it and not reacted.

Another problem which it presented—
again, I only submit these items, and I
know that Senator STEnwis has some
proposals to make—is that the employees
who earn $15,000 or more, and who are
required to file, as are Senators, and I be-
lieve that is best, seemingly are included
under rule XLI, also.

So they would be subject to two things:
They would have to file, as would a Sen-
ator; and they would also be under the
rather subservient requirement that
they had to get the “permission” of the
Senator to do almost anything.

Finally, it seemed to me that when the
committee spoke of sanctions—inci-
dentally, I am in favor of this resolu-
tion, and I have been one of the agitators
for a code of ethics, so there is no ques-
tion of my seeking to do anything but be
practical about it, because that is the
only way to make it effective—when the
committee spoke of sanctions on a Sena-
tor as being the way in which the Sen-
ator can be controlled, he always has to
respond to constituents, and he has to
deal with whatever is a matter of public
record. The same is true of an employee.
He has to deal with the Senator. The
Senator can take him off the payroll if
he wishes. So there is a sanction there,
too, if he just reports.

The rather servile requirement that he
get permission for almost the smallest
thing which is outside his employment
in the Senate seemed to me to be rather
inappropriate to our own respect for our
employees, in addition to imposing upon
us a very serious burden and responsi-
bility, which we could find onerous and
embarrassing.

For all those reasons, I thought the
easiest way of raising the issue was by
taking out the word “permission”; and
I am hopeful now that the committee,
having been sort of prompted along this
line, will come up with some effective
solution for these problems.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I wish to join with the
distinguished Senator. I must say that
in discussing this matter not only with
employees of the Senate, on the floor,
but also with my own staff, this has given
me a considerable amount of difficulty.

I believe that much of the eriticism
that the Senate has enjoyed has come
from the fact that most people, even
those who think they are knowledgeable,
not ever having been in a Senator’s office,
do not actually understand what goes
on.

I agree with the Senator. As I view this
language, I would become, in fact, almost
a surety for each member of my office.
But what is worse, it would require that
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my employees report to me everything
they own, everything they purchase, and
everything they sell—if they sell it at a
gain; or if they sell it at a loss, it does
not matter. To me, there is something
wrong about this.

Of course, now and then, a Senate
employee goes wrong. But they go wrong
in churches and in lodges. And this is one
of the frailties of human nature.

I hope the Senator will not feel frus-
trated because one who has only 16
employees in his office talks about this
matter, as compared with 36, but it does
not matter how big the office is.

If I were an employee and were asked
by my employer to do this, I would think
I had been relegated to a second-class
position. I would be very tempted to tell
my employer, “If you don't have any
more confidence in me than this, you
fire me; and if you don't fire me quick
enough, you can have my resignation
anyway.” It really puts all these people
in a completely defensive position.

We have spoken on the floor of the
Senate about appointing and accusing
every Senator. But if anything in the
world does this to a staff member, it
seems to me that this does it.

Mr, President, I hope the committee
can find some answer for this matter,

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crark in the chair). The Senator from
Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I hope
that we will have the attention of all
Senators who are in the Chamber. This
is a matter of interest to all Senators
and a matter of concern to all Senators,
as well.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Does the Senator think it
would be well to have a brief quorum
call so that Senators may know what
we are talking about?

Mr. STENNIS. I would be glad to have
a quorum call and I hope we would be
successful in getting more Senators to
come to the Chamber.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me before suggesting the
absence of a quorum?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Nevada on my time,

Mr, President, I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Nevada.

STATEMENT OF POSITION ON RESOLUTION

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I find I
necessarily must be absent from the
Senate Chamber between 3 and 4
o'clock this afternoon. In the event that
the resolution gets to a rollcall vote on
final adoption, I want the REecorp to
show that I am in favor of the resolu-
tion, and to have my name recorded in
favor of it. I hope that I will be back
in the Chamber by that time, but I may
not be able to be present.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
and the Senator from New York,

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I join the Senator from
New York in asking unanimous consent
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that we have a quorum call without the
time being charged to either side. This
matter could bring about some debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ate will come to order. Senators will take
their seats so the Speaker may be heard.

The Senator from New York Iis
recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I hope
that attachés will tell Senators what is
taking place in the Senate Chamber, al-
though we have called them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Attachés
may advise Senators that an important
debate is in progress.

The Senator from Mississippi is
recognized.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes or as much time as I
may use for this purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippl is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senators turn to page 2 of the
resolution. I believe this will be of in-
terest to all Senators. This is the rule
that pertains to outside activity or em-
ployment by officers or employees. It con-
cerns the responsibilities of the Senator,
chairmen, and so forth.

The committee has several times very
seriously considered this rule and con-
sidered the suggestions that have been
made since the report was published.

As I announced in the Chamber the
very first day that this resolution was
before us, the purpose of the committee
was to try to avoid infringing on the in-
timacy of that relationship of trust and
confidence between the Senator and his
staff, all the way around, and at the
same time, in view of some unfortunate
happenings in the last few years, to get
some kind of report that would at least
disclose to the Senator activities in which
the staff might be involved.

This is no more a reflection on the
staff than is the passage of any other
rule or law that might deal with a con-
flict with their responsibilities to the
Senator in their official duties, or to the
chairman of a committee or a subcom-
mittee. There might be something that
would be a conflict of interest under the
statutes and something that he should
know about. We have never put any
penalty on the Senator and really, there
is no penalty on the staff, as such.

I said that a willful violation or eva-
sion of this provision could place a staff
member in a position where he could
be handled by declaring that he could
not draw any more compensation. At any
rate, we were trying to handle a very
delicate matter.

Mr. President, we recommend the fol-
lowing by way of amendment to the orig-
inal proposal of the committee, which
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would, in effect, be a substitute, but not
trying to displace the other language or
anything which the Senator from New
York might have in mind.

On page 2, line 7, we propose to sepa-
rate outside employment and personal
services from financial activity.

We propose to strike out the word “fi-
nancial” on line 7. I ask that Senators
mark through that word.

On page 2, line 10, strike out the word
“financial.” We will handle “financial”
separately and later.

On line 11, strike out the words “or
gain”. That would pertain to “financial.”

Now, come down to line 13, still on
page 2, before the word “with,” we pro-
pose to insert the words “or in con-
flict”.

We are sorry we do not have printed
copies of these amendments. There was
not sufficient time.

On page 2, the next proposal begins
on line 15. Strike out all of the language
to and including line 18. That means
that beginning with line 15, the entire
subsection (b) goes out. That paragraph
contains the provision with respect to
reporting in writing, the activity or em-
ployment and receiving permission from
the Member of the Senate or officer of
the Senate charged with supervision of
the officer or employee.

As a substitute for paragraph (b),
after striking out lines 15 through 18, we
propose this language:

(b) he has reported in writing—

That is, the staff member—
when this rule takes effect or when his office
or employment starts—

That is obvious—
and on the 16th of May in each year there-
after—

In other words, this annual accounting
would have to come before May 15 of
each year or thereafter—
the nature of any personal service, activity,
or employment—

That is all he would be required to
report to his supervisor, Senator, or
chairman. That is all he would have to
report—
the nature of any personal service or ac-
tivity or employment to his supervisor.

That is, the Senator, or chairman, or
chairman of the subcommittee.

The supervisor shall then, in the discharge
of his dutles—

That makes it official; there is a re-
sponsibility as a Senator or as a chair-
man in the discharge of his duties—

take such action as he considers necessary.

A Senator has some responsibility to
the public and to the Senate about his
employees, “to take such action as he
considers necessary for the avoidance of
a conflict of interest or interference with
duties to the Senate.”

That is the end of paragraph (b).

That is all that a Senator would be
called upon to do. It is an important
matter. It is highly important. As I see
it, it is nothing more than a man would
want to do anyway. I have some respon-
sibility to the Federal Government,
which is paying my office staff and paying
me, too. So that all the subcommittee
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chairman or committee chairman would
have to do would be to have someone col-
lect them and make some kind of nota-
tions upon anything they thought he
might have to consider and then, in our
official capacity as an officer of this body
and a Member, we would, in the dis-
charge of our duties, take such action as
we considered necessary in our official ca-
pacity, and in our discretion and judg-
ment, for the avoidance of a conflict of
interest or interference with duties to the
Senate.

We thought that that gave everyone a
complete view of what was happening.

Again, on the financial part, later, we
gave an opportunity at least to talk to
his members of the staff, if he thought
he should. I would think that any staff
member that has any question raised
about any of his holdings would be glad
to talk about it. Then, whatever the Sen-
ator thinks he should do, that is up to
him. But it certainly is a matter that
deserves some attention, and does not
require him to insure anything about a
conflict of interest or interference with
duties. So that is the story.

As I have already said, we have had
many requests for copies of this, and I
am embarrassed that we do not have
them ready. It was only typed by the
time the Senate convened today. We will
get copies to all Senators in a few minutes
except as to the financial part, which is
left out; that is, financial investments,
stocks and bonds, and everything alse
along that line.

By the way, conirary to my idea ever
to try to discourage anyone that comes
on my staff, I strongly advise them to
invest in something, and try to talk them
into something that will cost $20 to $50
8 month, something with a gross. So I
am not trying to prevent anyone from
buying stocks and bonds, and so forth.

But, on the financial part, we have a
provision now in the other rule, the lat-
ter part of the last rule, beginning on
page 5, that all officers and employees of
the Senate compensated at the rate in
excess of $15,000 a year, shall file with the
Comptroller General.

That is the standard provision that has
been in there all the time and will take
care of financial interests so far as the
rule we recommend now is concerned,
that all employees earning $15,000 and
above must file a copy of their income
tax return. There is no use to go fur-
ther—I will hurry over that—and the
other matters required that will be un-
der seal. But it will be within ready
reach of the Senate.

Rules can be changed only on a vote
of four members of the committee. If
there is anything found that is thought
to be irregular, there must be notice
given, and so forth.

That is our attempt to balance this
thing off and get disclosures to the Sena-
tor and the confidential disclosures to
the General Accounting Office. We be-
lieve that completely meets the obliga-
tions we are under here to have some
regulations.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is that lan-
guage strong enough to make it clear that
it is applicable only to employment or
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self-employment where a man has his
own private business?

Mr. STENNIS. I think so. We intend
for him to report any outside employ-
ment, whether he is running a taxicab
down here, or has an independent taxi-
cab service. That is a simple illustration
to give. He would have to report that.
That is our intent. That is a good point,
Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr, STENNIS. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me
before the Senator from New York?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield, if the Senator
from New York will,

Mr. JAVITS. Of course. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would say to the
Senator that I had prepared an amend-
ment to offer which dealt only with the
employees of a committee. I discussed
this with him the other day. There are
some very large committees whose chair-
men, in the first place, do not hire all
the professional staffs. They are not per-
sonally responsible as they are for their
own senatorial offices, which of course
is their responsibility. That was the
question I was seeking to get at. Some of
the committee staffs number as many
as 50 or more employees. Purely as a
clerical matter, of a chairman having to
receive notices, and all of that, is what
I was seeking to get at.

With this simplification, it certainly
improves the resolution. My committee
staff is not anywhere near so large as are
the staffs on the Committees on the Judi-
ciary and Government Operations. I
think those two chairmen will have quite
a job even receiving notices, even though
they do not have to approve them.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator raises a
good question. There is no approval in-
volved now. The mistake—if I may use
that word—the committee made was in
trying to join all financial interest mat-
ters, all outside activities into one rule,
one paragraph, and one category. We
overspoke ourselves.

As to the financial matters, what we
were wanting to do is what I have al-
ready explained. I think it greatly sim-
plifies the situation.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What the Senator
has proposed does simplify the whole
matter and takes away the prinecipal jus-
tification from my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. I believe it will be. I
hope it will be. I hope that we ecan have
the Xerox copies in the Senate Chamber
in a few minutes and get this thing on
the road.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, from the
sound of it, and that is all we have, it
does sound like a very good solution. I
compliment the committee. It certainly
has performed. I wanted to raise the issue
first. I shall assimilate my amendment
with that of the committee’s, as soon as
we see a copy of it; but I should like now
to restate what I understand to be the
situation so that, as I am the proponent,
we have it clear.
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One is that reports will be required, as
the committee would specify, for moon-
lighting—that is really what it is, jobs,
self-employment—other than employ-
ment with the Senate.

Second, for financial and other trans-
actions, employees earning under $15,000
a year will be unaffected. Employees
earning over $15,000 a year will have pre-
cisely the same responsibilities as a Sen-
ator. It seems to me that is an intelligent
plan.

Mr. President, to give us a moment
or two to look at the copy, I suggest the
absence of a quorum, with the time not
to be charged to either side.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that request for a
moment?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. We have other business
that can be transacted, if the Senator
will withhold that request.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHT].

STATEMENT BY VIETNAMESE STU-
DENTS IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a
group of young Vietnamese students at
colleges in the United States and Canada
recently issued an appeal to “end the war
before it is too late.” These young people,
who will inherit the fruits of this bloody
war, stated:

It is clear that there are limits to what
American power can do in Vietnam; on the
other hand, there are no limits to what
American power can do to Vietnam. Unleash-
ing on a small country the most destructive
fire power ever known to mankind, the Unit-
ed States has brought our nation to the brink
of annihilation.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
plea of these young Vietnamese printed
in the Recorp. I hope that it will be
heeded by both sides.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

To Save BewtreE It Has BeEcoMeE NECESSARY
To DestROY IT

We, Vietnamese in North America, speak-
ing as individuals and independently of any
political or religious organization, together
voice our anguished concern over the war
in our country.

At the moment, in the name of the high-
est sounding principles, the parties fto the
conflict In our country are fast reducing
our villages and citles to ashes and rubble;
in the process, tearing apart the whole fabric
of our soclety.

To our widows and orphans, to our ci-
vilians mangled and burned beyond recogni-
tion, to our dead rotting unburied in sun
and rain, we owe nothing less than the
truth: this is not a struggle for freedom
and democracy; it has become a war of
genocide.

By now, it is clear that there are limits
to what American power can do in Vietnam;
on the other hand, there are no limits to
what American power can do to Vietnam.
Unleashing on a small country the most
destructive firepower ever known to man-
kind, the United States has brought our
nation to the brink of annihilation. The
words of the American commander, that “To
save Bentre it has become necessary to de-
stroy it” plainly reflect the moral, political
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and military bankruptcy of American policy
in Vietnam. Both self-interest and moral
responsibility, then, make it imperative that
the people and government of the United
States take the lead in ending this conflict.

To end the war before it is too late, we
call upon the American government to heed
Secretary-General U Thant's appeal and stop
all bombing of North Vietnam. We call upon
the United States government, the govern-
ment of South Vietnam, the government of
North Vietnam and the National Liberation
Front to promptly reach a peaceful settle-
ment. A lasting peace for Vietnam should
be based upon a total withdrawal of foreign
troops that will allow us, Vietnamese, to
shape our future free from all foreign in-
terference.

We urgently appeal to the world com-
munity, through the United Nations, to con-
demn, in view of their devastating effects
on our people, the use of chemical warfare,
napalm, and anti-personnel bombs. Finally,
to prevent the ultimate crime t man-
kind, we ask the General Assembly to forbid
the use of nuclear weapons by any party in
this conflict.

In this dark hour of history, we appeal to
all men of good will in the world, particu-
larly in the United States, to joln wus in
denouneing this war and in working for an
immediate return of peace to Vietnam.

Coordinators: Ngd Vifih Long, Le Thi Mal
Van.

Your signature here:

LIST OF STUDENT SIGNERS

Le Anh-Tu, Bryn Mawr College.

Quan Tu Anh, Montreal.

Vo thi Bach-Tuyet, New Haven.

Nguyen Huu Dung, Universite de Mon-
treal.

Nguyen Quang Hoc, Universite de Mon-
treal

Trinh thi Hoang Mal, Quebec.

Nguyen thi Loan Anh, Cornell University.

Ngo Vinh Long, Harvard University.

Le thi Mai-Van, Yale University.

Nguyen Ngoc Phuong, Universite de Mon-
treal.

Cong Huyen Ton Nu Nha-Trang, Berkeley.
Nguyen Thu-Huong, Macalester College.
Vo Thu-Nguyet, Universite de Laval.
Nguyen Thuy-Hoa, Universite de Montreal.
Nguyen Manh Tuong, Universite de Mon-~
treal.
Nguyen Hoi Chan, Radcliffe College.
Coordinators: Ngo Vinh Long, Le thi Mal
Van, Nguyen Quang Hoc,

GULF OF TONKIN INCIDENTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
February 20 the Committee on Foreign
Relations heard former Secretary of De-
fense McNamara testify on the August
1964 incidents in the Gulf of Tonkin.
These hearings were released a few days
later and now stand as important festi-
mony to what actually happened in the
Gulf of Tonkin during the few days that
fundamentally changed the character of
U.S. involvement in the Vietnam war. I
commend a careful reading of these hear-
ings to my colleagues.

I also sugegest that Senators read the
very thoughtful review of the hearings
done by I. F. Stone in the New York Re-
view of Books of March 28, 1968, en-
titled “McNamara and Tonkin Bay: The
Unanswered Questions.”

Mr. Stone is one of the most industrious
and perceptive journalists I know. In his
review of the committee hearings, Mr.
Stone has drawn attention to a number
of questions left unanswered by the Sec-
retary of Defense and General Wheeler.
I can assure Senators that the commif-
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tee intends to continue to press the De-
partment of Defense for the information
we have thus far not received.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Stone’s article be inserted
in the Recorp at this time.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp,
as follows:

McNamara AND TONEKIN BAY: THE
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

(“The Gulf of Tonkin, The 1964 Incidents,”
hearing before the Committee on Foreign
Relations, U.S. Senate, 80th Congress, 2d
session with the Honorable Robert 8. McNa=-
mara, Secretary of Defense, on February 20,
1968 (released February 24, 1968), U.8. Gov-
ernment Printing Office: Washington, D.C.,
30 cents.)

(By L F. Stone)

The big surprise at the new Tonkin Guilf
hearing held by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee was the attitude of Secretary
McNamara. Chairman Fulbright greeted him
with affection and respect. “I for one,” Ful-
bright said, “regret to see you leave the Gov-
ernment at this very perilous time in our
history."” The Committee’s mood was nostal-
gic. Even Morse, McNamara's sharpest inter-
rogator, called him “one of the most dedi-
cated public servants I have experienced in
my twenty-elght years in the Senate.” Ful-
bright assured the Secretary that In seeking
to establish the truth about the Tonkin
Gulf incidents of August 2 and 4, 1964, "“the
purpose is not to assess blame on anyone,
certainly not upon you.” It was “simply to re-
view the decision-making processes of our
Government in time of crisis.”

At the beginning of the hearing Fulbright
was characteristically gentle and philosophi-
cal. He expected McNamara, in this last ap-
pearance before a Senate committee after
seven years as Secretary of Defense, to enter
into the investigation in the same spirit.
Fulbright was encouraged in this expectation
by McNamara's manner the previous Sun-
day on Meet the Press, when the Secretary
referred sadly if cryptically to the many mis-
takes made in Vietnam and volunteered a
confession of personal responsibility for those
committed at the Bay of Pigs. Fulbright
said he had long since admitted his own
shortcomings in connection with the Tonkin
Gulf affair. “I am a firm believer,” Fulbright
said, “in the idea that to acknowledge my
mistakes of yesterday is but another way of
saying I am a wiser man today.” He ex-
pressed the view that it might be helpful to
future Senators and Secretaries “and even
future Presidents” if the way decisions were
reached in the Tonkin Gulf affair were re-
viewed. “Mr. Secretary,” Fulbright said, "I
believe all of us here share your own desire
that the United States profit from its mis-
takes—not repeat them."

But McNamara came on not as a fellow
philosopher, ready to reminisce on the com-
mon errors of the past, but—as one staff
member later phrased it—'llke a 10-ton
tank.” At no point was he prepared to admit
that any mistake had been made in the Ton-
kin Gulf affair. He showed no readiness for
reflection, much less contrition. The Penta-
gon’s own internal communications on the
Tonkin Gulf incidents, as obtained by the
Committee, were confused and murky. The
full truth about the incidents, which trig-
gered the first American bombing raids upon
North Vietnam, is unlikely ever to be un-
covered. But in McNamara's version they
were evaluated with accuracy, beyond a
shadow of a doubt, and responded to with
precision. This was neither dove nor hawk
but a fighting cock, insisting that he had
had everything at all times completely under
control. It was as if the Committee had
touched the most sensitive depths of his
pride, and perhaps also threatened to open
up aspects of the story McNamara preferred
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to remain untold. In retrospect his bellig-
erence may prove as significant as it was
unexpected.

Very early in the hearing McNamara indi-
cated that he was going to play rough. He
was examined in executive session, and at
the very beginning Fulbright expressed the
wish that McNamara withhold his prepared
statement from the press “until after the
committee has gone through the hearings”
and declded what to do about its own staff
report on the Tonkin Gulf incidents.” “I
thought it would be much fairer,” Fulbright
sald, “if we could arrange to release them
simultaneously.” McNamara seemed to agree,
but added, “I doubt very much that we will
be able to withstand the pressures of the
press today without releasing it.” The Penta-
gon is not exactly inexperienced in the ways
of withholding information it does not wish
to release. Sure enough, during the luncheon
recess it seized upon a remark by Senator
McCarthy to the urr as an excuse to release
McNamara’s prepared statement to the press,
jumping the gun on the Committee and
getting McNamara's version into the papers
first. McNamara told Fulbright when the
executive session resumed after lunch that
McCarthy told the vepr McNamara had ad-
mitted that one of our destroyers had pene-
trated North Vietnam's 12-mile limit. “That
is just contrary to what I said this morning,”
McNamara said. “I cannot stand by without
having what I said in my statement issued.”
McNamara could not have hung his release
on a more finely split hair. Indeed the differ-
ence between what McNamara said and what
McCarthy sald he said does not speak well for
McNamara's candor.!

The real purpose served by the release of
the statement even before the executive ses-
slon was over was not to correct McCarthy
but to make the headlines with the counter-
attack with which McNamara ended his pre-
pared statement. “As a final point,” Mec-
Namara sald, "I must address the insinuation
that, in some way, the Government of the
TUnited States Induced the Incident on 4 Au-
gust with the intent of providing an excuse
to take the retaliatory actlon which we in
fact took. I can only characterize such in-
sinuations as monstrous . . . I find it incon-
ceivable that anyone even remotely familiar
with our society and system of Government
could t the exist of a conspiracy
which would include almost, if not all, the
entire chaln of military command in the
Pacific, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Btaff, the Joint Chiefs, the Secretary of De-

i McCarthy sald McNamara had admitted
that the Maddor had invaded North Viet-
nam's 12-mile territorial limits. What McNa~-
mara said (p. 13 of the hearing) was that
“at no time ... did the Maddoxr depart
from the international waters. It had been
instructed to approach the North Vietnamese
coastline no closer than 8 nautical miles and
any offshore island no closer than 4 nautical
miles.” This Invasion of the 12-mile limit
was defended by the Secretary on the grounds
(1) that the U.S. “recognizes no claim of a
territorial sea in excess of 3 miles" and (2)
that there is “no official documentary con-
figuration” of North Vietnam's claim to 12
miles. Presumably even If there were such a
claim, we would not recognize it. Four years
ago McNamara simply deleted from the first
Senate hearing (pp. 32-33) the fact that
our destroyers were instructed to penetrate
North Vietnam's 12-mile limit in order to
keep this provocative action from public
knowledge. Morse's Senate speech of Febru-
ary 29, page 4602 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orD disclosed a portion of the orders to the
Maddor which McNamara did not mention,
The destroyers were instructed not to ap-
proach the Communist Chinese coast any
closer than 15 miles, Why did we honor
Peking's 12-mile claim and not Hanoi's? Ob-
viously we were willing to risk provoking the
North Vietnamese but not the Chinese
Communists?
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fense, and his chief Civilian Assistants, the
Secretary of State, and the President of the
Unlted States.”

Put in this question-begging form, of
course it was monstrous. Nobody had implied
any such widespread conspiracy to bring
about the incident—real or alleged—of Au-
gust 4. But the more one studies the evidence
g0 far available the more one does begin to
see the outlines of a conspiracy, not to fabri-
cate the incident of August 4, but to plan
and to put into motion a sharp escalation of
the Vietnamese war in the very year Johnson
was campaigning for election as a man of
peace. The aerial deployments necessary, not
for the one retaliatory strike which followed
the Tonkin Gulf affair, but for the continu-
ous bombing of North Vietnam which began
in February 1965, were ordered and accom-
plished—as was the alerting of combat
troops—in the very year Johnson was prom-
ising not to widen the war. This was the
conspiracy and this wes monstrous and this
is what will fully appear if the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee finishes its job. One
major and one minor aspect of this con-
spiracy are left tantalizingly unexplored in
the record of the new hearing at which Mc-
Namara testified.

The major aspect involves the steps taken
to widen the war before the Tonkin Gulf
incidents which provided the public excuse
for them. As these steps began to figure in
Fulbright's examination of McNamara, it
was curious to see how McNamara—who re-
membered so much and so exactly at other
points in the hearing—suddenly suffered
from lapses of memory. Fulbright cited an
article by Hanson Baldwin in The New York
Times in July of 1964—a month before the
Tonkin Gulf Incidents—saying that Penta-
gon sources were then arguing for extension
of the war into the North. “Were there Iin
fact,” Fulbright asked, “recommendations by
the U.S. military at any time from late 1963
until July of 1964 to extend the war into the
North by bombing or any other means?"” This
was hardly a minor question, especially for
an executive like McNamara who prided him-
self on a detailed knowledge of what was gr-
ing on at the Pentagon, Suddenly the super
whiz kid went blank., “Mr. Chairman,” Mc-
Namara said, “I would have to check the rec-
ord on that."” He couldn't recall any such rec-
ommendations but he would be happy to
check his records and supply an answer. The
answer as supplied and inserted in the
printed record at page 22 ‘was amazingly
cryptic and inconclusive. It consisted of two
short sentences saying, “We have identified
no such recommendation. A check of the rec-
ords of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl is contin-
uing.” Will the Committee drop the matter,
or will it insist on an answer?

Fulbright turned at this point from Me-
Namara to General Wheeler, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and asked, “I wonder if
General Wheeler knows at this time?” The
General’s answer will repay careful study. “I
don't believe so, Mr. Chairman,” General
Wheeler began. This was a curlous reply A
witness asked if he knows something will us-
ually reply (1) yes or (2) no or (3) that he
can’t recall, The General came up with a new
one. Asked if he “knows at this time,” he re-
plied “I don't believe s0.” What does it mean
when a witness says he doesn’t believe he
knows something? That he is waiting to go
home and interrogate himself more closely?
The rest of his reply, in its odd qualifications,
indicates that the General was not being
frank with the Committee. “I think that
the proper answer would be,” General Wheel-
er continued, “that there were certain intel-
ligence activities [deleted] but to the best of
my knowledge and bellef during that period
there was no thought of extending the war
into the North in the sense of our participat-
ing in such actions, activities” (Italics add-
ed). He too promised to check for the record.

Now in one of the three speeches Morse
made on the Senate floor after the hearing
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(on February 21, 28, and 20) one may find
the key to what Wheeler meant by saying
“there was no thought of extending the war
into the North in the sense of our particlpat-
ing in such actions.” In those three speeches
Morse courageously ‘“‘declassified” most of
the hitherto secret material the Foreign Re-
lations Committee obtained from Pentagon
files In its investigation. In his speech on
February 20 Morse threw new light on the
program for commando raids on the North
known as OPLAN 34-a, which figured in the
background of the Tonkin Gulf incidents,
He revealed for the first time that this was
initiated as early as February 1964 jointly
by the South Vietnamese forces and the U.S.
military advisory group in Saigon. Under this
program Morse told the Senate:

“U.S. personnel were assigned to provide
advice, tralning and assistance for South
Vietnam maritime operations against North
Vietnam. A U.S. Navy detachment was as-
signed to train and advise the South Viet-
namese. For the first few months in 1964,
the operations consisted of intelligence and
interdiction missions. In July of 1864—the
same month the Maddox began its patrol—
the U.S. made available eight fast patrol
craft to the Government of South Vietnam,
The new craft permitted an extension north-
ward of the attacks on North Vietnam.”

From this account it appears that Gen-
eral Wheeler was being disingenuous when
he sald “there was no thought of extending
the war into the North in the sense of our
participating in such actions.” If General
Wheeler interrogates himself more closely he
may come to believe that he knows more
than he believed he knew when he was before
the Committee.

‘While this secret extension of the war
northward was going on, the State Depart-
ment was not idle. It was drawing up that
blank check resolution for a wider war in
Southeast Asia which has come to be known
as the Tonkin Gulf resolution, This was
drawn up well in advance of the Tonkin
Gulf incident. Here again McNamara suf-
fered a lapse of memory. When Fulbright
asked him whether he had ever seen the
draft resolution before the Tonkin Gulf in-
cidents, McNamara said “I don't believe I
I ever saw it.” McNamara added that he
called William P. Bundy, Assistant Secretary
of State for Far Eastern and Pacific Affairs,
“t0 ask him if he had any recollection that I
ever saw 1t, He states that he has no recollec-
tion that I did, and he believes that I did not.
But I can't testify absolutely on that. My
memory is not that clear.” What followed
in the interrogation shows how even the
best of our human IBM machines can on
occasion falter:

“The CEAmRMAN, Mr, Bundy told this com-
mittee that this draft was prepared some
months before the Tonkin incidents in the
hearing. You know that.

“Secretary McNamara. I know that, but I
don't think he said I saw it.

“The CHAIRMAN. No, I was asking you, you
don't think you saw it?

“Secretary McNamara. I don’t believe I saw
it, and he doesn't believe I saw it.

“The CHAIRMAN. Isn't it customary for the
State Department to consult you on a matter
of this kind?

“Secretary McNamara. Well if it were a
working paper and that is apparently what
it was, no. It hadn't advanced to a point of
decision within the Government."”

Presumahly “the point of decision” was the
August 4 incident. It is hard to believe that
& Secretary of Defense as famous for his
memory as McNamara would recall so little.
The war was being extended northward
through these new South Vietnamese activi-
ties under American auspices, and a resolu-
tion was being readied to authorize the Presi-
dent to widen the war any way he saw fit.
Yet McNamara cannot recall that he ever
heard of it.

The same kind of amnesia appeared when
Fulbright went on to open up the most im-
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portant question of all. This was whether the
aerlal and troop deployments announced
under the cover of the Tonkin Gulf inci-
dents were actually made before those inei-
dents occurred. This is where the body is
burled and this is where the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee owes the country an
obligation to complete its job.

To understand the tricky story of these
deployments one must go back to Secre-
tary McNamara's appearance before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations and Armed Services
Committees on August 6, 1964—the original
hearing on the Tonkin Gulf resolutions. In
his formal statement at the joint hearings,
the Secretary sald *“the President and his
principal advisers” had decided “that addi-
tional precautionary measures were required
in Southeast Asia™ and that “certain military
deployments to the area are therefore now
underway.” Six measures were announced,
including “movement of fighter bomber
alreraft into Thailand” and “the alerting and
readying for movement of certain Army and
Marine forces."” In retrospect this was the
signal that the Johnson Administration was
getting ready for the bombing of the North
{which could only be done on a heavy and
continuous scale by using Thal bases) and
for the dispatch of combat troops to South
Vietnam. But this was not discussed with
the Senators at the jJoint session nor did it
figure in the Senate debate on the Tonkin
Gulf resolution. If known, it would have
alerted the Senate and the publie to what
was being cooked up under cover of the in-
cidents and the resolution. It would also
have ruined Johnson's image as a peace can-
didate against Goldwater. So this informa-
tion was withheld, It was included in Mec-
Namara's prepared statement and inserted
later in the hearing record, but this record
was 80 tied up In security snafu by the Pen-
tagon and the State Department, and by
other forms of delay, that it was not finally
released until more than two years later, on
November 24, 1966. Even the date was skill-
fully chosen, for that was Thanksgiving Day
when It was likely to attract little public
attention.

By that time the hearing record looked
like ancient history to the press anyway and
nobody noticed the significance of the mili-
tary deployments disclosed in McNamara’'s
prepared statement. I myself never read it
until several weeks later when I began to do
the research for the three-part series on
Senator Pulbright which I wrote for The
New York Review. It was in the second in-
stallment of that serles, published in The
New York Review, January 12, 1967,% that
public attention was first called to the sig-
nificance of those carefully burled revela-
tions. I later learned that although the pre-
pared statement was passed around at the
hearing, no member of either committee
seems to have had time to read it and ask
questions while McNamara was on the stand.
Later, other Senators could only have noticed
it if they had taken the trouble to come to
the committee hearing rooms and read the
record there, for as a classified document
it was not—until November 24, 1966—avail-
able elsewhere and it was not available to
the staff assistants on whom Senators de-
pend, This was perhaps the most ingenious
device ever hit upon to make a record which
could effectively be kept secret while allow-
ing the Administration afterward to claim
that they had disclosed it.

The transcript of the new hearing of last
February 20 shows that McNamara and his
military aides are still unwilling to be wholly
frank about these deployments. The Mec-
Namara statement of four years ago sald
that because of “the unprovoked and delib-
erate attacks in international waters . . .
certain military deployments are now under-

2The series may be found reprinted in my
new book, In a Time of Torment (Random
House). See pp. 343-4.
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way." This gives the Impression that the de-
ployments were & result of the Tonkin Guilf
incidents, even though—as any sharp reader
will notice now—they were taken before the
passage of the Tonkin Gulf resolution which
was Johnson's authority for widening the
war. But now the Senate committee found
neither McNamara nor Wheeler ready to as-
sure it that the deployments did in fact fol-
low the incidents.

When Fulbright could get only a fuzzy
reply from McNamara on the deployments,
he turned to General Wheeler and said,
“Maybe you are more famillar with military
equipment. Is it not true that fighter bomb-
ers were moved into Vietnam and Thailand
immediately after this [the incident of Au-
gust 4] took place?” General Wheeler replied,
“We moved some bombers In 1964, but I don't
have the exact dates.,” But Wheeler had not
been asked for exact dates, but only whether
the deployments followed the second inci-
dent. So now Fulbright asked him, “Were
these units alerted to impending movement
prior to the Tonkin Gulf incidents?" The
question, prepared by staff, reflected the fact
that the Senate committee had collected
considerable evidence that certain units had
been alerted for movement before the incl-
dents. Wheeler's reply was wary:

“General WHeELER. To the best of my
knowledge, not, Mr. Chairman, but. I will
check that also, and make sure.

“The CHAIRMAN. Would you check whether
or not you considered sending these units to
South Vietnam and Thailand prior to the
Tonkin incidents.

“General WHEELER. I will check that partie-
ular point.”

At this point in the printed record there is
& notation, “The following information was
later supplied: We have not identified any
alr unit which had been alerted for move-
ment into South Vietnam or Thailand prior
to the Tonkin Gulf incidents. A check of the
records is continuing.” This is not a very
responsive reply. It does not answer the ques-
tion of whether such movements were ‘“‘con-
sidered” before the incidents. It only says
the Pentagon searcher had "“not identified”
any air unit alerted before those Incidents.
The phrasing is odd and in one respect re-
vealing. It does not say that no units were
alerted. It says only that it has not “identi-
fled” any “air unit” so alerted. The reply is
confined to air units. The key to this may lie
in a fact to which John McDermott first called
attention in his penetrating review of Roger
Hilsman's To Move A Nation (The New York
Review, Sept. 14, 1967). McDermott noted a
series of steps taken in the first half of 1964
to escalate the Vietnamese conflict, includ-
ing the announcement on July 27, just six
days before the first Tonkin Gulf incident,
that we were sending another 5,000 troops to
Bouth Vietnam. Oddly enough no discussion
of this appears in the Committee hearing.
Were the "selected Army and Marine forces”
to which MeNamara referred in his state-
ment of August 6, 1964 in addition to this
5,000? If so, were the new combat troops
altered before the incidents? Why this non-
sense about “a check of the records is con-
tinuing,” as if we were dealing here with
some obscure disappearance of a recruit or a
mislaid shipment of rifles? Could men as
able as McNamara and Wheeler really be so
ignorant of so important a matter? Why were
they unable by unequivocal answer to scotch
a suspicion most damaging to them and the
Administration?

Morse interrupted at this point in order,
as he said, to “help” the Secretary refresh his
memory, and read McNamara his own de-
scription of these deployments in his pre-
pared statement of four years ago. McNamara
replied:

“I will be very happy to determine when
those movements were first initiated, when
the units were put on alert, and whether it
occurred before the Tonkin Gulf incidents. I
don't recall that information.”
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This was followed by a veritable cascade
of non-recalls by a Secretary who is other-
wise famous for his phenomenal memory:

“The CHATRMAN. Mr. Secretary, If there had
not been a Tonkin Guilf resolution would
you have recommended to the President and
Congress that the US step up its military as-
sistanece to South Vietnam . . .?

“Secretary McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is a speculative question. . . .

“Chairman FurLericHT. But to be more spe-
cific was there any plan for such an intensi-
fication of the US involvement?

“Secretary McNamara. No, not that I can
recall.

“Chairman PoLerlcHT. Did it then include
the bombing of North Vietnam?

“Secretary McNanmara. Not that I know of,
Mr. Chairman."

The Secretary seemed a little nervous about
that last non-recall, for he hastened to add,
“I don't mean to say that contingencies
and targets hadn't been examined, because
they had been, prior to that time, but there
was no plan for further bulldup that I can
remember, and no plan for the bombing
of the North." So he did remember that “con-
tingencies and targets” had been ‘“‘exam-
ined.” In that case in what special sense did
he mean that there was “no plan for the
bombing of the North”? Any lawyer will agree
this was not a very frank witness. The in-
formation he offered to supply was not forth-
coming in time for the published record.
Nine days later McNamara stepped down as
Secretary of Defense. Will the committee
Insist on the full answer promised it?

I now want to bring up a matter I cannot
prove, though I am willing to glve the Com-
mittee the name of the witness who will
confirm it. This is that a few days after the
assassination of Kennedy, Secretary Mec-
Namara, with the support of McGeorge Bundy
and Secretary Rusk, urged on the new Presi-
dent the need for “a decisive commitment”
in Vietnam, and insisted—over Johnson's re-
Iuctance to be rushed quite that fast into so
important a decision—that it had to be made
quickly, This is known to quite a few in-
siders, and it is perhaps one reason why in an
earlier period Senator Morse—who is, I might
say in passing, not the source of this in-
formation—used to call it “McNamara’s war.”
The Committee ought to recall McNamara
and Insist that he clear up the whole ques-
tion of just when this major step-up in the
war was Initiated. For all this goes back to
the question not just of decision making in a
crisis but of crisis-making to support a se-
cretly pre-arranged decision. Here the war-
making power of Congress was clearly usurped
by a private cabal in the executive depart-
ment, which was soon to confront Congress
and the country with a fait accompli, and
to do so within a few months after Johnson
was reelected on the pledge not to do what
this inner circle had already decided he
would do.

Now we come to a related matter which the
Committee has left unexplored, though it
goes to the very heart of how the incident
came about that was used to cover and to
authorize the deployments for a wider war,
for the bombing of the North and for the
commitment of combat troops in the South.
This other “buried body"” may be found in
McNamara's prepared statement for the
February 20 hearing. Its significance has es-
caped attention, perhaps because it could
not be fully understood except against the
background of the new revelations made by
Morse in his Senate speeches of February 21,
28, and 29. The country and the future his-
torian owe Morse an enormous debt for those
speeches, as for those four years ago on
August 5 and 6, 1964, In which he first began
to lift the bureaucratic curtain of secrecy
surrounding the Tonkin Gulf incidents.

In his prepared statement McNamara made
an admission which must have cost his pride
a good deal. It shows that he was not in full
control of his own Department at a crucial
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moment. The fact that he disclosed it him-
self would lead a tralned lawyer to believe
that he knew or feared that documents in
the hands of the Committee's staff had al-
ready disclosed this, and that he thought it
best to slip the fact into his statement to
protect himself under interrogation. This is
what the Secretary said: “I learned subse-
quent to my testimony of August 6, 1964,
that another South Vietnamese bombard-
ment took place on the night of August 3-4."”
And at page 90 of the printed record, under
interrogation by Senator Cooper, McNamara
added a supplementary revelation. “At the
time of the specific incidents of August 4,”
he admitted to Cooper, “I did not know of
the attack by the South Vietnamese, but
we knew of the operations, and some senior
commanders above the level of the com-
manders of the task force did know the
specific dates of the operations.” This seems
to mean that certain senlor commanders
knew something McNamara still did not
know three days later when he appeared
before the Senate committees on the Tonkin
Gulf resolution four years ago.

To appreciate the import of this revelation
one must turn to the Morse speeches, and
to the classified messages and information he
courageously made public in them. If we look
at Morse's speech of February 290 we will see
that the patrols on which the Maddoz was
engaged were far from “routine,” not only
in the sense that they were electronic espio-
nage missions, but that, when the first at-
tack occurred on the Maddozr August 2, 1964,
it was only the third occasion since 1962—
or within two and a half years—on which
an American naval ship had approached the
North Vietnamese coast. '“The appearance
of an American destroyer,” Morse disclosed
on the basis of the Pentagon documents ob-
tained by the committee but still classified,
“the appearance of an American destroyer
along the Vietnam coast was highly un-
usual.” The next point to be noted is that
the first attack on the Maddoz followed by
40 hours the first coastal bombardment of
North Vietnam by the raiding vessels we had
supplied the South Vietnamese.

Now we can understand the significance
of McNamara's revelation. On August 2 the
Maddoz was attacked for the first time. On
August 3 the President warned of serious
consequences if that attack were repeated
and announced that we were not only send-
ing the Maddoz back Into those waters but
a second destroyer, the Turner Joy, with it.
That night, the night of August 3-4, there
was a second coastal bombardment, the
knowledge of which—so McNamara says—
was kept from him though it was known to
certain higher naval commanders and pre-
sumably arranged by the joint South Viet-
namese and MACV headquarters In Salgon,
which we now know from this new hearing
directed these naval attacks. It was the night
after this second bombardment—the night of
August 4-5—that the alleged second attack
on the Maddor and the new destroyer ac-
companying it took place. Whether the sec-
ond attack actually took place or not—and
this is still unclear—that new coastal bom-
bardment was a provocation likely to make a
second clash more probable, and therefore
to trigger the retallation Johnson had al-
ready threatened.

The Committee cannot close its books on
its investigation without determining who
was responsible for so provocative a move at
so tense a moment, why 1t was not disclosed
to the Secretary of Defense, and whether it
was known to the White House. This is the
kind of provocation military bureaucracies
have often committed in the past to set off
a war against the wishes of clvilian author-
itles; a well-known example was the Mukden
ingident in which' the Japanese military
themselves blew up one of their own troop
and supply trains to give them the excuse
they wanted in 1931 for war on China and
the annexation of Manchuria. If Chairman
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Fulbright really wants to explore decision-
making In a crisis, he cannot leave these
questions hanging.

One final but intensely important point
ought also be explored The Politics of Es-
calation ® shows that the Tonkin Gulf inci-
dents occurred just when, “within a two week
period, proposals for a Geneva-type confer-
ence on Vietnam and, more largely, Southeast
Asia had emanated from three important
sources—U Thant, France and the USSR—
and had been favorably recelved in Hanoi and
Peking. None of these proposals, it should be
noted, specified conditions or “preconditions”
in urging that a solution be sought for the
Indo-Chinese crises.”

On July 24, the day after De Gaulle urged
reconvening the Geneva conference, Johnson
rejected it as a conference “to ratify terror,”
and declared “our policy is unchanged.” But
pressure for negotlations was rising. A bright
chance for peace was torpedoed in the Tonkin
Gulf that August night four years ago, and
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has
a duty to find out how and why,

LETTER OF MEMEER OF FACULTY
OF UNIVERSITY OF SAIGON

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have received through Prof. George
Kahin, director of the Southeast Asia
program at Cornell University and one
of America’s most knowledgeable schol-
ars on Vietnam, a copy of a letter he re-
ceived from a member of the faculty of
the University of Saigon concerning an
appeal for peace signed by a number of
other faculty members.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter and the appeal printed in the
Recorp for the information of my col-
leagues.

There being no objection, the letter and
appeal were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

LeETTER FROM A HiGHLY RESPECTED MEMBER
OF THE FACULTY OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
SarconN

SAIGON,
January 28.

Dear Proressor EamiN: I am sending you
the text of the appeal that was made public
last Sunday. The appeal implies many things
that cannot be sald by that I am sure you
will be able to read between the lines,

A group of young faculty members (not
known for any previous political activities)
met for an informal discussion. They agreed
to write the appeal and contacted their fel-
low faculty members for the signatures dur-
ing the following 4 days. Most (perhaps
90%) of the people contacted signed the
appeal and many newspapers carried the
story on the front page the following day
(Thoi The, Dantien, Chanh Dao, Tieng Vang
as o B b s )

The government somehow pald a lot of
attention to the appeal. They have discussed
the way to cope with it at the cabinet meet-
ing, made threatening announcement over
the radio, called in some professors to warn
them of possible danger ., , . etc. . . . For
example the Acting Dean of the College of
Agriculture, Mr. Bui Huy Thuec, was called
into the Vice Minister of Education and in
a friendly way let to know that his appoint-
ment by UNESCO as a horticulture teacher
for Africa may run into difficulties at the
Ministery of Interior unless he publicly clari-
fies his position. Younger members are belng
told to worry about their being drafted into
the army, ete. . . .

I am still trylng to find out whether the
group want to stop right there or plan for

i By Franz Schurmann, Peter Dale Scott,
and Reginald Zelnik; Foreword by Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., Fawcett, 160 pp., $0.60.
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some other activity. I will let you know when
it happens.

On the labor side there is the Association
of Independent Labor Union which has also
made an appeal—independently—and during
the same Sunday but I heard that the press
was told not to publish their appeal because
it was too strongly antl-governmental. Only
Tlen newspaper carried the news.

The public opinion in Saigon is rapidly
growing for a right away peace settlement.

By the way you may be interested to know
that Mr. Nguyen Van Truong (Faculty of
Pedagogy) whose signature appears on the
Appeal is the brother of Prime Minister
Nguyen van Loc. Hoping to hear from you.

ArpPEAL FOR CEASE FIRE AND NEGOTIATION

Considering the critical situation that may
be decisive for the future of the country, we,
a number of university teachers, feel we have
the responsibility to make public the follow-
ing statement:

(1)—The present conflict is seriously en-
dangering the very existence of the Vietnam-
ese people from both material and moral
standpoints, therefore every Vietnamese has
the duty to contribute to the finding of a
suitable way-out for his fatherland. Being
Educators we are all the more convinced of
this obligation because there are nothing
more harmful to education than violence,
destruction, killing, depravation and cor-
ruption bred by war.

(2)—In view of the horror of an ever ex-
panding war as well as the recent hope for
an ever eluding peace we cannot but appeal
to all Vietnamese who have the responsi-
bilitles on this land not to forfeit this pre-
clous opportunity, because opportunity is
quite rare in history, to sit together, to recog-
nize one another as Vietnamese in order to
find a formula for peace based on the su-
preme interest of the Nation.

(3)—The complex differences between the
official positions require subtle solutions that
can only be reached after long deliberations
and drawn-out negotiations.

In order to create a suitable atmosphere
for such an open hearted discussion between
the belligerent parties and above all to save
thousands of people from death and suffer-
ing while a peaceful settlement is being
sought, we appeal to all the belligerent parties
to extend indefinitely the tet cease fire and
to negotiate immediately a peaceful settle-
ment.

Sacow, January 16th, 1968.

SPEECH OF SWEDISH MINISTER OF
EDUCATION AT VIETNAM DEMON-
STRATION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
sometimes think too many of us react to
the headlines, and too few of us read
the text.

Recently the Minister of Education of
Sweden at a Vietham demonstration in
Sweden on February 21 made a speech.
For that speech he was subject to criti-
cism. The United States called its Am-
bassador to Sweden home “for consulta-
tion"—a diplomatic way of saying to the
Swedish Government that the United
States is unhappy.

I wonder how many Americans have
read what the Swedish Minister of Edu-
cation actually said. Was he anti-Ameri-
can, or was he trying to help us?

How better can an American find out
than to read the speech in full?

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Palme's speech of February 21, 1968, be
inserted in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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TRANSLATION OF THE SPEECH OF MR. PALME,
MINISTER OF EDUCATION, AT THE VIETNAM
DEMONSTRATION ON FEBRUARY 21, 1968

Democracy is an exacting system of gov-
ernment.

It demands respect for others. One cannot
force a system of government upon a nation
from outside. The people must have the
right to decide over their own destiny. It
therefore presupposes national right of self-
determination.

Democracy demands justice. One cannot
gain a people by filling the pockets of those
who are already rich while the poor are
driven into ever deeper distress. One can-
not meet the demand for soclal justice by
violence and military power. Democracy pre-
supposes social liberation.

The goal of democracy can never be
reached by means of oppression. One cannot
save a village by wiping it out, putting the
fields on fire, destroying the houses, cap-
tivating the people or killing them.

These are basic points for judging the war
in Vietnam.

The opinion against the war in Vietnam
gains strength by being able to point to
facts. For this war is not some temporary
bewilderment, it does not reflect a centre of
crisls which has suddenly flared up. It has
a long history where events have developed
themselves with a terrible logic.

Three dates are of particular prominence
in this chain of events.

The first date is 1945.

Vietnam was a French colony. It was cap-
tured by the Japanese in their endeavour to
create an Asiatic empire. The Japanese were
defeated. But the conception of the supe-
riority of the white man was shaken. When
the French tried to recapture its colony they
were met by a people who demanded national
right of self-determination. The resistance
movement in the war against the Japanese
became the core in a movement which de-
manded Iiberty from all forelgn intruders.
It derived inspiration from the American
Declaration of Independence. It put rellance
on the United States in its demand for inde-
pendence. It was considered that promise
had been given to this effect. It proclaimed
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam,

But the colonial power decided to recap-
ture and assert its domination by force. And
the United States decided to take side with
the French.

That is how the war in Vietnam began, a
war against foreign intruders. It is this war
which is still going on.

‘The French and their local allies lost. They
lacked the support of the people. The fight-
ing spread to larger and larger parts of the
country. The United States came to the aid.
It is probable that early in the 1950's the
Americans paid 7009,-809, of the French
war-costs,

But it did not help. The dream of the
French colonial power crashed at Dien-Bien-
Phu. And peace negotiations started at
Geneva.

So now we have come to the second date:
1954.

Cease-fire of the Vietnam war was con-
cluded on 20 July, 1954. The country was
provisionally partitioned. But it was a tem-
porary, military conditioned demarcation
line. After two years—in July 1956—{free elec-
tions under international supervision were
to be held in the whole country. After that
the country was to be united.

The United States had opposed the Geneva
agreement. The United States would not sign
the agreement. There were no free elections.
Vietnam remained partitioned.

The United States declared instead that it
wanted to build up a strong democratic al-
ternative in South Vietnam. Organizational
ald and enormous sums of money were
staked on this alternative.

The regime in Saigon, which received sup-
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port from the United States, combined a dic-
tatorship's brutal persecution of the people
holding different opinions with a total con-
tempt of simple demands for justice in re-
spect of the social and economic conditions
of the people. There was some talk of land
reform. Viet-Minh had distributed land to
the farmers. But it was sald that the old
landowners and usurers accompanied the
baggage-traln trucks of the troops who de-
clared that they had come as liberators to
the villages. For the farmers it was not liber-
ators who came. It was their old oppressors.

For this reason the people rose against the
regime in Salgon. There is nothing which
contradicts that, when the fighting started
afresh, it was essentially a question of a
spontaneous popular rising against a cor-
rupted and hateful regime.

Just as it had gone badly for the French
it went badly for the regime in Saigon. The
people starved and corruption flourished.
The United States interfered on an increas-
ing scale. The escalation started. The num-
ber of advisors rose, became units, became
divisions, became large bodies of dispatched
troops consisting of hundreds of thousands
of men. The largest military machine in the
world began to put in all its power to break
down the resistance in this small country.

But it still went badly.

So now we have reached the third date,
February 1965, three years ago these days.

At that time the bombing of North Viet-
nam began. As the Vietnam war was declared
to be the deed of a foreign intruder, the blow
had to be directed against this foreign in-
truder, There was no declaration of war. It
has not yet been made.

But during these three years more bombs
have been dropped over North Vietnam than
over Nazi Germany during the last World
War. We know what this has meant of mate-
rial destruction, of suffering for the indi-
viduals.

These events give us a feeling of agitation,
sympathy, despair. But feelings can quickly
flare up and equally quickly disappear if they
do not find a hold in a cause or context.
We should therefore be aware that these suf-
ferings of individuals are the bitter logical
consequence of an erroneous and deeply
unjustified policy conducted over the past
20 years.

It is sometimes discussed if the policy
of the United States in Vietnam 1s due to
misjudgments or an expression of an im-
perialism of capitalism. My opinion is: No
wise capitalist can be so unreasonably fool-
ish. But no one can be so unreasonably fool-
ish unless there are also economic interests
in the picture.

In spite of the enormous military con-
tribution, things are going badly, presumably
worse and worse for the United States in
Vietnam.

The whole world therefore trembles at the
thought of the next step. The questions are
put in fear: Shall it be nuclear weapons?
Who then remain to liberate? And would this
not mean that a third World War is a fact?

Shall the blow be directed against the
dams of the Red River? It would be a terrible
annihilation of human belngs.

Or shall the inexorable series of illusions
and failures result at least in giving the peo-
ple of Vietnam peace and national right of
self-determination?

Negotiations is a worn word. For many
in Vietnam it has a bad resonance. For them
negotiations have often meant not the end
of a war, but the introduction to treachery.
Their distrust must therefore be consider-
able. For this reason they look for guarantees
that the negotiations will not become only
a temporary cease-fire, but will lead to ob-
vious results, to peace and liberty from for-
elgn intruders. They also know better than
others the devastation of war and they have
the largest military power in the world, with
half a milllon troops, as their opponent.
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They have from bitter experience been forced
to become realists,

It is sometimes said that Hanol and FNL
do not want to negotiate and that they re-
ject all proposals to this effect. But this is
not quite right. As recently as in a New
Year’s message, Foreign Minister Trinh
stated that North Vietnam is prepared to
enter into negotiations on the unconditional
stopping of the bombing of North Vietnam.

It is therefore that a growing international
opinion stubbornly and with ever increas-
ing strength has agreed upon an appeal to
the United States. Put an unconditional
stop to the bombing of North Vietnam. Ad-
mit FNL as equal partner to the negotiation
table. Not until then will there be any nego-
tiations. Then there may be peace. Then
there must be national right of self-deter-
mination for the people of Vietnam.

It should be a self-evident obligation for
all European Governments to give an ex-
pression of this opinion with force and res-
olution,

In this way facts and evaluations can lead
us to certain conclusions.

The United States maintain that they want
to defend the democratic rights of the people
of Vietnam against foreign intruders. But if
one is to speak of democracy in Vietnam, it
is obvious that this is represented in a con-
siderably higher degree by FNL than by the
United States and its allied juntas,

This is an assertion based on facts. The
foremost characteristic of democracy is the
support of the people, anchorage among the
people.

Nobody denies that in 1946 Ho-Chi-Minh
had the support of the people against the
French colonial power. Nobody denies that
at the free elections which, according to the
Geneva agreement, were to be held in 1956,
Viet-Minh would have won an overwhelming
victory. President Eisenhower has pointed out
that Ho-Chi-Minh would undoubtedly have
received 809% of the votes. It was for that
reason that no elections were held. Nor does
anybody deny that the Diem regime, which
was installed in Saigon to represent the so-
called “democratic alternative”, became in-
tensely detested by the people, It was over-
thrown in 1963 and is missed by nobody.

Nor would anybody allege that, in reality,
the present junta bases its position on the
support of the people. It is, as you know, an
established fact that corruption, inefficiency,
indifference to social demands are more wide-
spread than ever. A regime which requires the
aid of more than 500,000 American soldiers
to be able to survive one single day has not
got the support of the people.

The fighting which has been going on dur-
ing the last few weeks has shown to the
opinion throughout the world that the Viet-
nam war is a revolt against those who op-
press fundamental social and human rights.
This revolt constitutes a social movement
with deep roots among the people. If this
revolt had not, in all essentials, had the sup-
port of the people, the attacks against towns
all over South Vietnam could not have been
s0 successfully accomplished.

But somebody may then say: “Maybe FNL
has the support of the people today. But we
cannot support FNL, because if FNL wins
and comes into power the new regime will
oppress the people.

Today we know nothing with certainty
about this because FNL has had so few
chances to show its deeds in peace-time. But
we have access to the programme of FNL, I
recommend a study of this programme. It
demands a wide coalition in the fight against
the Americans and a coalition government
when victory is won. The domestic policy
programme could be accepted on the whole
by, for example, the political parties in Swe-
den. But it is obvious that we cannot today
adopt an attitude to and take responsibility
for what a movement in another country
may do when It comes into power.



7388

But the objectlons are first and foremost
founded on principles. On what grounds can
we deny the right of the Vietnamese people
to choose its own regime? It cannot be the
object of democracy to make itself a guard-
ian for other peoples. On the contrary, it is
an abuse of the fundamental ideas of democ-
racy.

One thing we know with certainty. Worse
social conditions than now, greater human
sufferings than now—when it is alleged to
be saved for the sake of democracy—the peo-
ple of Vietnam will conceivably not have to
suffer at any time.

Maybe somebody will say: In Vietnam
thousands of American soldiers are killed who
feel that they are fighting for democratic
ideals. It is, without a doubt, horrible. It is
horrible that young men shall be killed,
wounded, mutilated—sacrified unnecessarily
for an unworthy purpose in an unjustified
war. They could have important tasks to
build a better soclety in their own nation
or in constructive work in the fight against
poverty and starvation in the world. They
could promote the tradition of candour and
genemslty, of bold efforts for the future
which still survive In America. An active
international opinton should be able, among
other things, to contribute towards glving
them this possibility.

For many years we have heard that the
war in Vietnam is also necessary in order
to protect other people’s democratic freedom
from Chinese om.

They say that if Vietnam falls then the
whole Southeast Asia will fall, then all the
countries in the world run the risk of falling
Hke in the face of a new imperial-
ism having its cenfre in Peking. Al demo-
cratic countries should therefore, in their
own real Interest, support the American mili-
tary contribution in Vietnam,

This argument was propounded already In
1945 as & reason for supporting the French
colonial power. The difference is only that
the present regime In Peking did not exist
then.

The allegation is really exceptionally
doubtful. Maybe it is to the contrary. For
example, it pays no heed to the history of
Vietnam. But it is the principal aspect with
which I am most immediately concerned.

Consequently, It would thus be that it is
for the sake of our welfare that the people
in Vietnam are suffering.

‘We are thus offered to sacrifice the right
of self-determination, welfare, the physical
existence of a small nation so that we may
live in better security.

This 1s not the way we want to meet our
future.

Because, what Is the utmost consequence
of the line of thought, not least if this sit-
uation is to be inexorably repeated time
after time?

The national right of self-determination
becomes a danger, the social liberation a
threat, changes in the established order of
things a risk to prevent. We are called upon
to man the entrenchments and redoubts of
the privileged groups, to furious defence of
& way of living which has been accorded the

And the circle will become more and more
limited. Because the people will begin to
search for their liberty, the demand for so-
cial liberation will become increasingly
stronger, the longing for justice, better
standard of living, freedom from poverty and
starvation will on an increasing scale leave
its impression on the world we live in. If
we try to erect armoured walls around the
rich, then the road will lead to reaction and
fascism in our cultural circle.

But it need not be so.

Because within the international opinion
there is another current growing, which is
becoming stronger and stronger, an opinion
which wants to put its reliance on generosity
and fraternity across the frontiers, which
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acknowledges human rights and which knows
that it is the soclal reality which first and
foremost needs to be changed.

The opinion against the war in Vietnam
is a hopeful and joyful slgn, not only for
peace and liberty in Vietnam, but also when
seen in a wider perspective.

It is an international movement of soli-
darity which is not based upon narrow self-
ish interests, but puts its reliance on joint
responsibility, the feeling of a common obli-
gation, willingness to exercise fraternity in
a practical way. It therefore points towards
the future in a constructive reality.

Sometimes it is alleged that Europe sup-
ports the war of the United States in Viet-
nam. It is sald that it is only small groups
which are driven to resistance by reason
of a fanatic hate of America.

This is wrong. The truth is that the over-
whelming majority of people in Europe dis-
assoclate themselves from this war, want to
have an end put to the sufferings, want to
give the people of Vietnam the right fo de-
cide over their own future. This democratic
opinion does not experience the war of the
United States in Vietnam as a support for
democracy, but as a threat against the dem-
ocratic ideas, not only in Vietnam but also
throughout the world.

We believe In democracy because a demo-
cratic system of government, in spite of all
its shortcomings, provides an active partici-
pation and an everyday consideration of the
individuals which no despotism can dream
of ever achieving. But democracy must never
imply resistance national liberty and
social justice. It should be a road leading to
the liberation of people. We do not wish to
have a future where the rich, with the aid of
force and oppression, shall guard their privi-
leges. We wani to have a world of equality
in which people can Iive.

Therefore, Vietnam is not far away. Its
people are near us. These people must at last
be given peace and independence.

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolufion (8. Res. 266) to provide
standards of conduct for Members of the
Senate and officers and employees of the
Senate.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

May I have the attention of the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr, YARBOROUGH] ?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be temporarily
laid aside and that the amendment of
the Senator from Texas be considered;
that when the consideration of that
amendment is concluded, my amendment
be reinstated as the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I do not intend
to object—I think that is the thing to do,
but I want to avoid getting into a situa-
tion here. If the Senator from Texas will
understand and also agree that when we
get a copy here and before the Senate, he
will set his amendment aside for the time
being, and let us finish with the
other——

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
understand the agreement perfectly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President, I
send to the desk an amendment on he-
half of myself and the distinguished
Senator from New York [Mr. Javizsl,
and ask to have the amendment stated.

March 22, 1968

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Texas, for himself and the Senator from
New York, will be stated.

The bill clerk read the amendment, as
follows:

On page 4, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

“3. Nothing in this rule shall preclude the
use of contributions to defray expenses for
travel to and from each Senator’s home state,
for printing and other expenses In connec-
tion with the maliling of speeches, news-
letters and reports to a Senator’s constitu-
ents; for expenses of radio, television and
news media methods of reporting to a Sen-
ator's constituents; and for telephone, tele-

grams, postage and stationery expenses in
excess of allowances.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 30 seconds?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. While this amendment
necessarily applies to our interests, I
think there are many Senators who
would be quite inhibited by the blanket
action we took on the Case amendment—
which I supported—and I think it is nec-
essary to inventory each of the items in
the amendment. I submit each of them
should be submitted to the ideas of the
committee to see what really deserves
affirmative action, rather than merely
take the blanket action we took. I agreed
with that blanket action. Now let us
specify exactly what is covered.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

As the Senator from New York stated,
he voted for the Case amendment, which
was adopted 41 to 40. That was an
amendment that struck out lines 18 and
19 of (b) as the resolution was originally
offered, because the resolution as orig-
inally authorized a Senator to raise
money to defray reasonable expenses in-
curred or contemplated to be incurred
in the future by his office. That might
have included any additional number of
personnel to be employed that he wanted
to use as staff. It might have included
hiring public relations men or specialists
or anything else that he considered to
be reasonable or the expense of which
he might incur in the future.

This is a limited amendment and does
not violate the rule adopted in the Case
amendment. The amendment has been
drawn as a result of work by different
Members of the Senate. The Senator
from Michigan [Mr. GrirFin] and the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Bur-
pick] worked on it. We have had help
from a good many Members on both sides
of the aisle. It is a limited amendment
to specify certain types of expenses that
are normally incurred by Senators over
and above the allowances the Senate
itself provides.

The amendment is necessary because
of the restrietive rules of the Senate. We
will not vote ourselves enough money to
run our offices.

There are county gove.’ming boards in
my State the members of which re-
ceive bigger budgets to run their offices
than is allowed a Senator of the United
States. For my own State, we have
slightly more allowed than for a State
smaller in population, but not much
more.
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In my own State, we have a thrifty
State government, noted over the Union
for being parsimonious in its appropria-
tions. Yet the allowance for running the
Governor’s office is eight times that al-
lowed a Senator. The salary of the Gov-
ernor is 3315 percent larger than the
salary of a Senator.

In addition, we allow ourselves reim-
bursement for six trips to our home
States, while the other body allows one a
month for a year.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I support the amend-
ment. I think it is necessary and is a
step forward, though, likewise, this is
an area where we have to set out lines.

As the Senator knows, the Senate rules
provide for four trips per year for staff.
I wish to ask him if necessary travel to
the States as described in his amendment
would include moneys advanced and paid
for the travel of a Senator’s staff to his
State.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. No, it does not
include that. As we discussed the amend-
ment, that matter was brought up. Some
Senators wanted that in the amendment.
Other Senators pointed out that it cost
them $200 to $300 a month to enter-
tain constituents from their States. It is
customary, when people come from some
of our States, that a Senator take them
to the dining room. If he does not do
that, even some of his friends regard it
as a discourtesy. We drew this amend-
ment after much talk, to keep it suffi-
ciently restrictive so that it would meet
the approval of the Senate.

Mr. ALLOTT. Would not the Senator
agree that the travel of a staff member
to a State is in a wholly different cate-
gory than opening up the door on enter-
tainment?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Yes; I do. And I
wish to say to the Senate that this is a
matter of great difficulty for me. The al-
lowance is not enough for my State. The
vear before last, I did not have any
money available to be raised from any
other place, and I had to pay install-
ments out of my salary for several
months to get enough people back to my
home State to run the office there.

Mr. President, we do not allow our-
selves enough staff to run our offices. For
the sake of supposed economy, we com-
mit political suicide. This is supposed to
be a branch of the Government coequal
with the executive department; but,
while we vote to make available to them
$180 billion a year, and raise the pay of
their employees above the level of ours,
we expect these small, underpaid staffs
in comparison with those of the execu-
tive branch to manage to be coequal.

I do not accuse the executive branch
of robbing the legislative of powers. We
rob ourselves. We drop further and fur-
ther behind them every year because we
refuse to vote ourselves enough money to
act like the Congress of the United
States. Here we are, a nation of 200 mil-
lion people, but we still think in terms of
80 or 90 million people. We have a nation
with 200 million people, with a gross na-
tional product of $800 billion a year, but
we vote ourselves small staffs—smaller
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than members of the governing boards of
some counties I know of.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., YARBOROUGH., I yield to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Does not this situation nec-
essarily result in the Senate becoming a
body of millionaires, or vastly wealthy
men, and thus not truly representative
of the people of this country?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crark in the chair). The Senator’s time
has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes,

According to the press, there are only
20 millionaires here.

In fairness to wealthy Senators, I
cannot see that the millionaires vote
any more for or against the people than
the Senators of limited means. But I
agree with the Senator from Connecti-
cut, that the adoption of this rule will
ultimately make it harder for a man of
limited means to be elected; and in the
future, I foresee there will be far more
men of great wealth in the Senate and
far fewer men of limited means. That
will be an inevitable result of the adop-
tion of this rule without my amend-
ment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I did not
mean to suggest that men of wealth are
therefore dishonest. I know better. In
fact, I do not know of any Senator who
could be so classified. I was merely ap-
prehensive for the future.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. I know the Sen-
ator did not mean to imply that people
of great wealth were dishonest. We were
just talking about representing the peo-
ple. I believe the voting records of those
of wealth among us show that they are
as fair and considerate people as those
of limited means. But it will ultimately
scereen out of public service everyone ex-
cept those of great wealth, unless the
Senate does the other necessary thing—
appropriate enough money to run the
Senate, so that Senators may take their
staffs to their States and travel back
and forth to report to the people.

I have in my State 10,700,000 people.
I cannot drift down there five or six
times a year and have the people think
I have fully reported to them. With the
modern jet planes, you can get there in
2 hours, and the people know it.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I must
say there is a great deal of merit in the
thought suggested by the Senator from
Connecticut. It is for exactly that rea-
son that I raise this question. Perhaps I
should address the question to the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirs] also,
since he is a cosponsor.

I agree completely with the elimina-
tion of the entertainment feature, be-
cause it can get into such dirty ground
;;t&;wt none of us wants to be involved with

But those of us who live a long way
away—I live as far away as does the Sen-
ator from Texas, and my travel expenses
are just as great as his—and are limited
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to four trips by staffl members a year,
have great difficulty. I ask the Senator, in
line with his argument—the Senator
from Texas has made an excellent argu-
ment for his amendment and I should
like to hear also the remarks of the
senior Senator from New York—if this
should not encompass the travel ex-
penses of staff members as well.

When I go home, I take at least five
employees with me, which, in general,
means I have already spent more than
the Senate allows me; and I can never
take a fifth staff member to Colorado
with me without digging up the cost out
of my own pocket.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Furthermore, it
is the law that the Senator could not take
five staff officers and divide his allowance
for four by five ways; that is a violation
of law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield myself 2
additional minutes.

So the Senator must pay that addi-
tional staff member out of his pocket, or
go arrange a fundraising dinner to pay
him. I have seen times when I could not
carry back to Texas enough staff mem-
bers to do the work because of the cost;
some of them drive cars at their own
expense, some of them travel by plane.
Sometimes we have to allow one staff
member a trip one year, and somebody
else the next.

Of course, the Senate could remedy
this situation. The Senate could permit
Senators to take enough staff members
home with them. I am a member of the
Committee on Appropriations, and I have
appealed to the Rules Committee—it is
like charging a stone wall—to get enough
money to run an office like it ought to be
run around here. I have even appeared
before the Reorganization Committee,
headed by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. MoNrRONEY], appealing for money
to run a Senator's office like it ought to
be run.

Mr. President, why should we fetter
ourselves down like a bunch of stone
age chiefs? It is time we modernize the
Senate. We have the responsibility, but
we cannot exercise it, because we trip
ourselves up.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I would merely say to
the Senator—I was not here when he
stated his interpretation of the language
of the amendment—that it was my judg-
ment that the language would cover both
Senator and staff, because the operative
words related to the kind of contribu-
tions a Senator could seek; for what
purpose. The purpose for which he could
seek contributions was travel home, and
to me, that would represent also travel
home on his behalf, to wit, by his staff.

I would hope that perhaps that could
be clarified by my colleague, the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. ALLOTT. I would hope he would
accept that interpretation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield myself 1
more minute.
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If it is the interpretation of the Sena-
tor from New York, as cosponsor, that
this amendment includes travel expenses
of staff as well as of the Senator, I will
join him in endorsing that understand-
ing of the amendment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield 2 min-
utes to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I wish to address a gues-
tion to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not have any time.

Mr. DODD. I have time.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I have yielded
time to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I was not clear about the
Senator’s observation on the staff.

Mr. ALLOTT. My observation, if the
Senator wishes to know, was that I
thought there was a great deal of truth
in the substance of what had been stated.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
yiela myself 2 minutes.

I thought the reselution which the
committee brought out was far broader
and more responsive to the actual needs
of the Senate than the amendment I
have offered. We know that that pro-
vision was voted down by the Senate, 41
to 40. What we have here is modest and
small in comparison with the rule which
this able bipartisan committee, brought
out—therefore, I ask the committee if
they will not accept this very modest
amendment.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the Senator’s question, I yield
myself 10 minutes, since under the rule I
have control of the time. But I will yield
from that time to any Senator who
wishes to oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLARK
in the chair). Would the Senator from
Mississippi indulge the Chair by permit-
ting him to speak on this matter, if an~
other Senator would be willing to take
the chair?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

(At this point, Mr. MansrieLD took the
chair.)

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania wishes recogni-
tion. I defer to him. I do not ask for the
floor. I yield to the Senator as much time
as he may require up to 10 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I am very
sympathetic to the point of view of the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
and the Senator from Texas [Mr. YAr-
BorovuGH], but I think we are imposing
the wrong remedy to do something which
needs to be done.

I need, as do most other Senators, al-
though not all, a great deal more in
terms of allowances than we are given
by—and I use the word advisedly—the
parsimonious Committee on Rules and
Administration, of which I am a member.

I propose, within the next week or so,
to present to the Senate—and I hope
with the cosponsorship of more than half
the membership of the body—a proposal
to have the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration increase drastically the al-
lowances for Senators’ offices, not only
with respect to trips back home by Sen-
ators and members of Senators’ staffs,
lb;llxjealso with respect fo additional clerk

Ti'ne present setup is absolutely and
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outrageously inequitable. The difference
between the allowances for large States
and small States, for example, is unjusti-
fiable on any basis. The way to proceed,
in my opinion, is to obtain from the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion adequate allowances, because ade-
quate allowances have for so long been
denied us. I hope we shall not hear the
words, “You can't do this in an elec-
tion year,” and that, therefore, we shall
have to take this step in a nonelection
year, which to my way of thinking would
be much worse.

I want the Committee on Rules and
Administration to provide adequate
allowances. I believe there are enough
Members of this body, as a result of the
debate during the last few years, fo cre-
ate the sentiment to insist that these
allowances be drastically increased. I do
not like to see these expenses, modest
as they are, picked up by lobbyists. That
is inherently the same situation that we
rejected yesterday hy the very slim vote
of 41 to 40.

I agree with everything in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarsoroucH]. We ought to have adequate
allowances. I would like to have the Sen-
ator include in his amendment the cost
of subseriptions to newspapers from a
Senator’s own State. I am paying out of
my own pocket the cost of subseriptions
to many newspapers published in Penn-
sylvania,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Mississippi yield,
to permit me to respond to the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I agree with the
Senator from Pennsylvania that we will
not reach the remedy by rejeeting the
amendment. I have spoken with the
chairman of the Committee on Rules and
Administration; in fact, I pleaded and
reasoned with him that we should at
least treat ourselves as being as im-
portant to our constituents as are Mem-
bers of the House.

There are 23 Members of the House
who come from Texas. Each of them gets
a trip home each month. I get only six
trips a year. We cannot get this arrange-
ment changed. We are told that this is
an election year. I agree with everything
the Senator from Pennsylvania has said.

I shall not name the chairman of one
committee I went to, because he is not
in the Chamber. I went to him and asked
him why we could not have more trips
home?

He said, “Why do you want to go home?
What do you need to go home for?”

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Texas
is so right. I believe it is within the abil-
ity of this body to require the chairman
of that committee to change his mind.
If the amendment is adopted—and I am
in complete agreement with its sub-
stance—I will call upon the Committee
on Rules and Administration to get off
the small dime it is sitting on. I think
this action ought to be taken in an or-
derly and appropriate way.

(At this point Mr. Crarx took the
chair.)

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
the Senate is fully familiar with the pro-
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posal. I want it understood—and I want
the Senator from Pennsylvania, in par-
ticular, to hear this—that my position,
and I think it is the position of the other
members of the select committee, is such
that there is no effort to undercut the
Senate’s action of yesterday by a vote
of 41 to 40. We accept that result as
the will of the Senate.

To come right down to the substance,
and to think of this as individual Sen-
ators, the amendment contains the very
items that most Senators need to fill out
until the law is changed, to permit the
use of these funds.

But I wish to point out that it is not
so simple to get the law changed as it
seems to be. These matters have to go to
conference, and the Members of the
House, in their wisdom, usually agree to
what the Senate asks for. At the same
time, they can get tied up on other mat-
ters and delay action.

The proposal to defray expenses for
travel to and from a Senator’s home
State was one of the most convincing
proposals we had before us when we
drafted the provision that was stricken
out yesterday. I had nothing to do with
drafting the amendment or suggesting
what should go into it. I simply knew
that some items were being considered,
such as the item for printing and other
expenses in connection with the mailing
of speeches, newsletters, and reports to
a Senator’s constituents. That is di-
rectly in line with keeping constituents
advised

I have no such fund for these purposes.
I am not involved in this. I said yes-
terday that occasionally my telegraph
account runs over, but that does not run
over a great deal. So I am not concerned
in that way. But I know how expenses
pile up on Senators. I know about travel.
Much of it is official travel, the expense
piles up. For Senators from the Far West,
it is an unbearable burden.

I shall support the amendment, par-
ticularly as it requires accounting. It
requires accounting as is set out in the
resolution itself. It requires the publie
disclosure that was set out in the orig-
inal resolution. I think there is a safe-
guard and a protection. I join in the
efforts to have the law changed for some
of these necessary allowances that I feel
are absolutely official.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. ;

Mr. BURDICEK. I was interested in the
colloquy between the Senator from Penn-
sylvania and the Senator from Texas
regarding newspaper subscriptions. I
think that item should be included.

Mr. STENNIS. An item for the in-
clusion of newspaper subscriptions was
rejected.

Mr., YARBOROUGH. I would not ob-
ject. Even in my State the legislature
limited its allowances. It is allowed from
time immemorial funds for newspaper
subseriptions from home counties; or for
a State senator, from his home district.
I will accept that amendment if the Sen-
ator from New York is agreeable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Texas modify his amend-
ment accordingly?
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. I modify my
amendment subject to acceptance by the
cosponsor, the Senator from New York
[Mr. JaviTs], so as to include newspaper
subscriptions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that
the Senator may modify his amendment.
Does he desire to modify it?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. 1 desire to
modify my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what are the
words of modification?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. “Newspaper sub-
scriptions.”

Mr. BURDICEK. From the home State.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. “Newspaper sub-
seriptions from the home State.”

The PRESIDING CGFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the right to modify
his amendment, and it is modified
accordingly.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish to
make it clear that we have no quarrel
with the vote yesterday and are not
trying to undercut it. Every member of
our committee can speak for himself.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SCOTT, Mr. President, I think it
better to spell out what Senators and
Senate personnel may do and may not
do. The less gray areas left, the better.
Therefore, I support the Yarborough
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
ylelds time? Does the Senator from Texas
yield back his remaining time?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment,
as modified, of the Senator from Texas.
[Putting the guestion.]

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. DODD obtained the floor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
rules that the Javits amendment, pur-
suant to the unanimous-consent request,
is now the pending business.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be laid aside
temporarily.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized to call up an amendment. How
&urch time does the Senator yield him-

?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Connecticut yield to
me for 10 seconds?

Mr, DODD. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut yield time to
the Senator from Washington?

Mr. DODD. Ido.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me, without los-
ing his right to the floor?

Mr. DODD. I have already yielded to
the Senator from Washington,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Sena-
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tor from Washington yield to me, so that
I may make a motion to reconsider?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will suspend.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Washington yield
to me, so that I may make a motion to
reconsider?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington was yielded time
by the Senator from Connecticut, who
has the floor. Does the Senator from
Washington wish to be heard?

. The Senator from Connecticut has the
0Oor.

Mr. DODD. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I move to recon-
sider the vote by which the Javits-Yar-
borough amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALLOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has the floor.

Mr, JAVITS. Will the Senator from
Connecticut yield to me for a second?

Mr. DODD. 1 yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., There is
nge amendment pending before the Sen-
ate.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has yielded how much time to the
Senator from New York?

Mr. DODD, How much time does the
Senator desire?

Mr. JAVITS. Thirty seconds.

Mr, DODD. I yield 30 seconds to the
distinguished Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
make a point of order. Under the unani-
mous-consent request previously
adopted, the next order of business, after
Senator YarBOROUGH'S amendment, was
the amendment which I have proposed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McGeE in the chair). The Chair is ad-
vised that that request was modified by
a subsequent request by the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
view of what has happened, I withdraw
that request, because the Senator from
New York was outside the Chamber, at-
tending fo some official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection that order is rescinded.

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator from Con-
necticut wishes a few minutes to do some-
thing, I will happily yield to him.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I was about
to call up my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Chair obtain order? We cannot possibly
keep up with the order of business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the pend-
ing amendment is disposed of, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Dopp] be recognized to offer his
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, I have examined the
amendment which is suggested by Sen-
ator Stennis, and I find it acceptable. I
would like to ask him one question, how-
ever. It strikes me that he should con-
sider this very seriously.

As was said earlier—for the benefit of
Senators who might not have been in the
Chamber at this time—if I just assimi-
late my amendment to this, or whatever
the procedure is—the Chair will rule—
what will happen will be that we will
require reports on any moonlighting ac-
tivities by any Senate employee who re-
ceives less than $15,000 or more than
$15,000 a year. That report will be made
to his supervisor, to a subcommittee
chairman, to a committee chairman, to
the ranking minority member, if in that
particular case there is a minority staff,
or others, as specified in the resolution—
and that is all for employees receiving
less than $15,000 or more than $15,000.

But as to employees receiving more
than $15,000, in addition, they will have
the reporting requirements of the Sena-
tors, and that is fine.

The one sentence that troubles me is
this, and I submit it to the Senator for
his consideration:

The supervisor shall then—

To wit, the Senator—
In the discharge of his duties, take such ac-
tion as he considers necessary for the avoid-
ance of conflicts of interest or interference
with duties to the Senate.

That does impose an affirmative obli-
gation on the Senator and upon the com-
mittee chairmen, and so forth, over,
above, and beyond the normal responsi-
bility of a Senator or a committee chair-
man, for which he is subject to discipline
by the Senate.

I raise this question because in one
instance permission is not required for
the employee. That is a distinet im-
provement. But again some affirma-
tive evaluation or appraisal by the
Senator is required, charging him with
the responsibility of the moonlighting
which is being done by his employee.

In view of the fact that the commit-
tee leaves in the prohibition against
conflicts of duty in respect of outside
employment—that remains in the res-
olution—and in view of the fact that
the ultimate sanction on the Senator
continues in the Select Committee on
Standards and Conduct, which has its
original jurisdiction to deal with derelic-
tions by any Senator, would we not be
better off to leave those sanctions as the
basic ones to cover everything and not
again impose some very special duty
upon each Senator, each chairman, and
so forth, to evaluate the outside employ-
ment of his particular subordinate, and
to take affirmatively such action as he
may consider necessary?

I am not stuck on this. I do not be-
lieve it is awful either way. But I believe
that we are introducing yet another
factor into the resolution, instead of
sticking to the basic prohibition which
applies to the employee—he is his own
surety for that—and the responsibility
of the Senator generally to engage in
conduct becoming a Senator, subject to
sanctions by the committee.
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I wonder whether the chairman of the
committee might consider that, instead
of introducing yet a new duty.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the fine sentiments of the Senator
from New York, and also his reasoning.

The committee considered the identical
point that is raised by the Senator from
New York, and we are of the unanimous
opinion that this requirement is no more
than the requirement that is now im-
posed upon a Senator. If a Senator has
facts before him, the requirement is that
he do whatever he considers necessary
for the avoidance of conflict of interest
or interference with the duties to the
Senate—the duties owed by the employee
to the Senate.

I have that obligation as a Senator,
and I would have it as chairman of a
subcommittee or of a full committee. If
we do not at least affirm what I call the
common law of the situation, the infer-
ence will be that we discharge them from
any prudence or any understanding and
that he can have the final say on these
matters. That does not mean that he can
be indifferent and reckless. We are just
spelling out, in very simple language,
what we believe is the Senator’s duty,
anyway.

The point all the time was that we
wanted to get before the Senator or the
chairman the main, essential facts and
get a judgment or some opportunity to
get the benefit of his reaction. As a mat-
ter of fact, it is just the regulatory and
the deterrent effect it may have.

If I may mention names to the Senator
from New York, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLeriGHT], the chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, has
been concerned about this matter with
respect to his obligation as chairman of
that committee. He read this language
and gave the amendment his blessing;
and when he left the Chamber, he au-
thorized me to say that, in his humble
judgment, it completely satisfied the
situation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on my own
time, may I say, as the author of this
amendment, that I do not agree that if
we excluded this sentence it would by
implication free the Senator of any re-
sponsibilities which are included under
the Committee on Standards and Ethics,
as the standard of conduct for Senators
and his being subject to their jurisdie-
tion if he violated that standard.

If the Senator’s interpretation is—and
I understand it to be—that this does not
impose an added duty upon Senators or
committee chairmen, but simply spells
out in terms the duty they already have
under the existing orders and rules of
the Senate, then, Mr. President, I accept
this language and I conform my amend-
ment to the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Mississippi so that only
one vote may be required on the entire
matter.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, I do not
think I could bind any Member of the
Senate by what I might think and neither
could the Senator from New York, with
respect to the rules that would apply.

I only say that language appeals to
me that way and that is what we were
trying to do when we wrote the provision.

There is an affirmative responsibility
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here of some kind as the Senator from
New York stated, but I believe it goes
right along on all fours with my respon-
sibility as a Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I was saying that as co-
author of the language that was our in-
terpretation, and with that, I believe the
Senator agrees.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I believe
that some other Senators may wish to
say something. I believe the parliamen-
tary situation is that this could be ac-
cepted as a substitute for the Senator’s
amendment and then agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. In order to save one vote,
I will join with the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the Senator from
New York can and apparently has modi-
fied his amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. also I
would ask that the amendment read that
it is offered by the Senator from Missis-
sippi and the Senator from New York,
and that would be the amendment.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. I do not see the need,
myself, except to indicate that the com-
mittee joins in the amendment and had
it here ready for proposing as a matter
of deference to the Senator from New
York. The Senator from New York has
an amendment that is right in the mid-
dle of it and we wanted him to know.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I shall yield to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania but the Senator
from Colorado had asked me to yield
first.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am glad
that the Senator from New York is in the
Chamber. There is one element that
should be clarified by some discussion.

What is meant by the words “person-
al service activity”? I assume, just to
use a few examples, that they would
mean writing a book, preparing a speech,
doing research, or any activity that that
person did which involved a personal na-
ture, a personal output, as distinguished
from an investment.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
The financial matter is left to operate
under the other rule. That is a good
question.

I wish to refer to page 8 of the report
and the language is still pertinent with
reference to this outside employment.

With our change with reference to the
financial situation that language is now
out of date and obsolete. For the REec-
orp, I shall read from the report on page
8:

Such activity or employment is in addition
to the duties performed by the officer or em-
ployee for the Senate. Examples of business
activity or employment are so-called moon-
lighting of any kind; any outside job; a man-
agement position in a business; writing or
speaking for compensation, a royalty or an
honorarium; consulting or research for a fee;
selling real estate or any other types of
property as a broker; typing or operating
office machines for compensation; and serv-
ing as a director for a fee.

I think that is a good and clear illus-
tration; it still applies.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. I
think this discussion has been helpful
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because just exactly what these three
unusual words mean might be trouble-
some later. I thank the Senator.

Mr. STENNIS. We tried to tie it in with
the report.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, but first I wish to
read the remainder of this language:

Some examples of financial activity or em-
ployment are the making of investments for
gain; participation in any group or syndicate
which provides money for business ventures;
or the holding of stocks, bonds, or other types
of property interest for gain. Professional ac-
tivity or employment includes, among others,
the practice of law or medicine; teaching for
wages or salary; or the participation for com-
pensation in any other type of calling com-
monly denominated a profession.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 3 minutes so that
I may address a question to my friend
from New Jersey?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, I am se-
riously concerned about——

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have quiet in the Chambers? I do not call
for order any more; I only call for quiet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I wish to
say to my good friend from Mississippi
that I am seriously concerned about what
we are doing on the floor of the Senate
today. It is now 3:15 p.m. on a Friday
afternoon. As we know, many Senators
have already gone back to their home
States. In the last hour or so we have
drastically modified decisions that we
took yesterday. We are in the process
of accepting amendments here and
there.

My understanding is that the Senator
from Illinois had a great many amend-
ments accepted during the course of the
morning.

Mr. STENNIS. They were very minor.

Mr. CLARK. All of this was done with-
out a quorum call or a rollcall vote. I
happened to be in the chair as Presiding
Officer when a very important amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas was
called up which makes very important
qualifications to what we did yesterday.

I wish to ask the Senator this ques-
tion: Does the Senator intend that the
resolution be agreed to this afternoon?

Mr. STENNIS. We have been taking
the amendments as we came fo them. The
Senator from Illinois did offer several
amendments; and there were several
amendments that he offered to withdraw
after debate. One amendment that he
did offer has to do with housekeeping;
something that is minor,

Mr. CLARK. As the Senator from
Mississippi knows, I have the greatest
confidence in his integrity.

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate that.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Missis-
sippi is one of the most honorable Mem-
bers of the Senate, and he has his heart
in these serious rules to upgrade the
ethies of this body.

I know I do not have to do any more
than to say I know he will not in the
course of the afternoon, from here on,
take any serious action which would
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change in a material way the report from
the committee which was approved in
part and rejected in part. However, 1
have to leave to go to my home State. I
am going to leave in confidence that the
Senator from Mississippi is not going to
change the resolution in any material
particular from 3:15 p.m. on.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator can
have that assurance without the Senator
from Mississippi giving it. We have con-
sidered many amendments, and many
amendments have been rejected. The one
in which I joined with the Senator was
the most serious one of the day.

Mr. CLARK. I do not put it in the form
of a question; I have complete confi-
dence.

Mr. DODD. I put it in the form of a
question. Are we or are we not going to
complete action on the resolution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. We are going to try to
complete action on the resolution.

Mr. DODD. We should have quorum
calls and be sure that Senators are here.

Mr. CLAREK. Does the Senator intend
to have a rolleall vote at 4 o’clock in the
afternoon?

Mr. STENNIS. I think the matter de-
serves a rollcall vote when we have fin-
ished with the amendments.

Mr. CLARE. Does the Senator have
any idea how many more amendments
there are?

Mr. STENNIS. There is one house-
keeping amendment. The Senator from
Connecticut has one amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Except mine.

Mr. DODD. Mine is not minor.

Mr. STENNIS. I did not call it minor.

Mr. DODD. I wanted to make sure
that the Senator did not. We can all
shout here and then call for order, but
I am trying to get to a reasonable con-
clusion and we can do so. I do not
want to delay anybody. However, I want
time to bring up my amendment. It is
late on a Friday afternoon. I doubt we
can get a quorum here in an hour. I do
not think that is any way to deal with
a question like this.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
ready to yield back my time, unless a
Senator wishes to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
yielded back?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, just a
moment. Does anybody wish to speak?

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I would like
to have about 3 minutes to speak on the
Yarborough-Javits amendment. I was
not here when it was considered.

Mr. STENNIS, That amendment is
over.

Mr. CASE. I know, but I regard it as a
most serious matter.

Mr, STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator. I want to get to a vote on
this matter as fast as we can.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I was told a
few minutes ago that there would be an
amendment offered by the Senator from
Texas and the Senator from New York,
that the Senator from Mississippi felt I
should be advised of, with his customary
understanding, courtesy, and sense of
fairness.

He asked that I be notified. It took
me, I expect, 10 to 16 minutes at the most
to get over here. At that time, without a
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quorum call, and without a record vote,
the amendment had been adopted. I ex-
pect that it would have been adopted
whether I had been in this Chamber or
not. It was a most unfortunate reversal of
a decision of the Senate taken yesterday
afternoon on my amendment. That is not
to suggest that there is anything wrong
with expenditures which, by negative im~
plication, the Yarborough-Javits amend-
ment sanctions. There is nothing wrong,
in itself, in spending money for subscrip-
tions to newspapers, for travel back
home, and for the other matters specified
there.

But, on the other hand, there is noth-
ing inherently right about it, either.

What the amendment will do will
slough off and blur the question of
whether we should permit sanctions or
perhaps have ever sanctioned—and the
public will not sanction—expenditures in
unlimited amounts in what are, really,
the public relations operations of a Mem-
ber of the Senate.

Yesterday, we came pretty close to
making a decision that these matters
should either be real expenses in con-
nection with an office, with the holding of
an office, and the performance and the
functions of a Senator, in which event
they should be paid for by the publie; or
they should be, frankly, recognized as
intended to enlarge the image of a Sena-
tor, his standing with his constituents,
and with other possible, wider constit-
uencies, in which event they should be
recognized, in effect, as being for that
purpose. Expenses of the nature im-
plicitly sanctioned by the Yarborough-
Javits amendment might very well be
either of these things. It is not the kind
of expenditure. It is the purpose and ef-
fect of the expenditure which is involved
here.

I think it was most unfortunate for
the Senate to have adopted that amend-
ment because it gets us further away
from the time when we all have to
recognize it. It is up to the Committee on
Rules and Administration. T hope very
much it will do this: Take up the matter
of what it really costs to run a Sena-
tor's office and to allow proper amounts
for that purpose. Also, to take up the
question of what is a proper amount to
be spent for a Senator’'s public relations
and to put limits on that, whether the
money comes from contributions, or
whether the money comes from his own
resources.

It is agreed that there is no justice and
it is not intended to permit a man, whose
family may have $100 million or $200
million, to spend any amount for public
relations for the purpose of electing a
member of that family to public office.

I think it is time we met and faced
these hard questions in the right way.
I am afraid that this amendment is just
putting off the time when we come face
to face with those problems.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes to answer the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. MANSFIELD. This is not the Sen-
ator’s amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. I know that my amend-
ment has not yet been dealt with, but——

Mr. DODD, Mr. Prasident, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. When I rose fo call up
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my amendment, I was asked to yield for
5 minutes. That 5 minutes has now grown
to—I do not know what—35 minutes?
What is going to happen here? Am I go-
ing to be here until about 5 o’clock or 6
o’'clock on a Friday afternoon trying to
call up my amendment?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am ready to yield
back my time. We have noi yet yielded
back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
advises the Senate that the order to rec-
ognize the Senator from Connecticut was
rescinded, in order to revert to the Javits
amendment.
~ Mr. DODD. Then I mistook my major-
ity leader. I thought I had yielded for 5
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. I assure the Senate that
I can make my reply to the Senator from
New Jersey in 2 minutes.

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YarBoroUGH] came fo me and ex-
plained that the amendment was adopted
yesterday, for which I voted—to wit, to
strike out, “reasonable expenses incurred
or contemplated of his office,” because
it was onerous upon Senators who had no
private means. I think he was right. I
think the distinguished Senator was quite
right in striking out such a broad exemp-
tion as was contained in this code of
ethics. So he went into specificity which
would deal with the problems of Senators
without much means. Before he even be-
gan to speak, I made it clear to the chair-
man of the committee that I had joined
in, so that the Senate could consider it,
and accept it or strike out any part of it
we chose.

Frankly, I did not expect they would
take the whole thing, but they did.

I would now, therefore, like to point
out to the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Casel that he has relief. He is not help-
less in this matter at all. The Senator can
move to strike the provisions on page 4,
line 25, which exempt from reporting
anything which comes under the Yar-
borough amendment, and can require
that to be reported publicly or privately
and, therefore, have complete control
over it within the scheme of the
resolution.

There is not the remotest desire on my
part to shortchange this general proposi-
tion. I am all with the Senator from New
Jersey. But I think that Senators who
have no major, private means have a real
problem. The Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarsorovcH] went into the specificity of
the necessary travel. I certainly should
know what that costs, because I do not
get contributions for my travel. My air-
plane bill is $1,000 a month which, for-
tunately, I am able to manage; but I have
never received 1 penny out of my salary
for travel expenses in the 20 years I have
served in the House and Senate. That is
my business, of course.

I am sympathetic to the situation, for
example, of the Senator from New Jer-
sey. So I would suggest to the Senator,
before we lock up the resolution, that he
look it over very carefully. The situation
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is by no means irremedial in the case of
Senators who have a paucity of personal
means.

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator from New
York yield me 1 minute?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator.

My objection was not to the fact—of
which I had not been aware, because I
had no opportunity to study carefully the
impact of the particular amendment—
that not only would the uses of contribu-
tions be permitted, but that the contribu-
tions would not be made public. The uses
not made public is an added and grievous
error. My main objection would not be
corrected by making them public. My
main objection is to the thesis; namely,
that it is appropriate for persons to re-
ceive contributions and expend them for
this kind of office fund.

I understand the problems relative to
rich men. Poor men have a harder job
meeting the expenses of being a Senator.
That should be remedied by, frankly,
looking into it.

My most basic objection to the par-
ticular resolution is that by putting on a
poultice we will not really get at trying
to heal the sore.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like to have 2 minutes to ask the Senator
from New York a question because, as
I understand it, the Senator from New
York and——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any-
one yield to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
Senator will allow a vote to take place
and have the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doppl recognized, I will be glad to
give the Senator 2 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. I may want to suggest the
absence of a quorum and get a rolleall
vote——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. I want to ask the Senator
from New York whether he agrees with
the Senator from Mississippi both on the
possible outside income raised to provide
for the categories of expenditures set
forth in the Yarborough amendment and
the specific amounts of expenditures
themselves, that they must be publicly
revealed and without which

Mr. JAVITS, Well, I would hope that—
I will look it over carefully. In the first
place, the Senator is under a little mis-
apprehension as to the amendment. It re-
lates to employees under $15,000.

But, answering the Senator’s question
as to the Yarborough amendment, I be-
lieve that it should be publicly disclosed.
I will look over the amendment. If I find
that it is not, then I will, myself, offer
something to that.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I asked the
Senator from Texas if he would correct
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me if I misstated him, whether the ex-
penditures had to be publicly revealed
and accounted for, and he said he did
not know. The Senator from Mississippi
tells me that they do.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there is
no question about it. Absolutely. The res-
olution requires public disclosure.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Texas
on the bill.

Mr. YARBOROUGH., Mr. President, as
I understand the resolution, if one is a
millionaire and gets a $100,000 income,
from which he gets money to run his of-
fice, he simply files that information, and
it is not known; but if a Senator has to
raise money to run his office, that infor-
mation is filed and given to the news-
papers. This resolution encourages the
election only of Senators of vast wealth,
and that will happen in about 10 years,
under this resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 638

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No, 636, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment, as modified.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to suspend with further
reading of the amendments. They involve
technical modifications. I think I can
save the time of my colleagues by ex-
plaining it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be print-
ed in the Recorp without being read.

The amendments (No. 636) as modi-
fied, are as follows:

Insert at the proper place on page 4:

“(c) discharge in whole or in part any
duly authenticated indebtedness incurred by
him which Is directly attributable to expend-
itures made by him or on his behalf in
support of his efforts to obtain nomination
for, or election to, the office of Senator or
for his subsistence or that of his immediate
family during any period in which he con-
ducted an actlve campaign for such nomina-
tion or election;".

At the proper place in page 4:

“3. No Senator may accept or use any con-
tribution described in paragraph 1 for any
pose described in paragraph 2 unless—

“{a) In the case of any contribution ob-
talned through a public fundraising event,
each invitation extended by or on behalf of
the Senator to one or more persons to at-
tend such fundraising event contains a clear
and unequivocal statement of one or more
purposes described in paragraph 2 for which
money s0 obtained will be used; and, if any
contribution so obtained will be used for one
or more purposes described in paragraph
2(c) and Yarborough amendments, the state-
ment so made contains an affirmative dis-
closure of the fact that money so obtained
is not intended for use to defray expenses
incurred in any future political campaign.

“(b) All of the net proceeds of the money
obtained by contributions described in para-
graph 1 are promptly deposited in a separate
bank account established for the purpose of
receiving such net proceeds and making dis-
bursements therefrom.

“{c) Withdrawals from such separate bank
account are made exclusively for the purpose
of defraying duly authenticated lawful ex-
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penses incurred for purposes described in
paragraph 2; and, in the case of money ob-
tained through any public fundraising
event, exclusively for the purpose of defray-
ing such expenses of the kinds specifically
described in the invitation given in conform-
ity with subparagraph (a).

“(d) Specific and detalled records are es-
tablished and maintained, in accordance
with accepted accounting principles, which
disclose the source of each deposit of money
made in such bank account and the object
of expenditure for each withdrawal of money
made from such bank account.

“(e) Such separate bank account and such
accounting records are audited at the end of
each calendar year by a certified public
accountant.

“(f) The full and complete text of the re-
port of the accountant upon each such audit
for any calendar year is filed by the Senator
for whose use or benefit such separate bank
account was established as an appendix to
the report for that calendar year filed by
that Senator with the Secretary of the Senate
under paragraph 3 of rule XLIV, relating to
the disclosure of contributions.

“4, (a) If a Senator who is a candidate or
prospective candidate for nomination for or
election to the office of Senator for a later
term of office receives one or more contribu-
tions of money which were intended for use
as a campalign fund to defray expenses in-
curred or to be incurred to influence such
nomination or election or such nomination
and election, and the aggregate amount of
such fund exceeds the aggregate amount
actually expended by or on behalf of such
Senator for that purpose, the remainder of
that fund shall be deemed to be a campaign
fund surplus and shall be disposed of pur-
suant to subparagraph (e) of this paragraph.

“(b) If a Senator who has become such a
candidate or prospective candidate, and has
received one or more such contributions,
thereafter withdraws from his candidacy for
such nomination or election, any portion of
the campaign fund so established which re-
mains unexpended and unobligated at the
time of his withdrawal from such candidacy
shall be deemed to be a campaign fund sur-
plus and shall be disposed of pursuant to
subparagraph (e) of this paragraph.

“(e) If a Senator has received before or
after his election to the office of Senator one
or more contributions of money which were
intended for use as a fund to discharge any
indebtedness incurred by him for the pur-
pose of defraying expenses incurred or to be
incurred by him or on his behalf to influence
his nomination for or election to the office of
Senator for any term, and the aggregate
amount of such contributions exceeds the
amount required to discharge such indebted-
ness, the remainder of that fund shall be
deemed to be a campaign reimbursement
fund surplus and shall be disposed of pur-
suant to subparagraph (e) of this paragraph.

“(d) If a Senator during any term of
office as a Senator has recelved one or more
contributions of money which were in-
tended for use as a fund to defray the rea-
sonable expenses, incurred or contemplated,
of his office, such contributions may be ex-
pended by him for that purpose during any
portion of the period of his continuous serv-
ice as a3 Member of the Senate. If any such
fund has been established by or on behalf
of any Senator, and that Senator resigns or
is removed from his office during any term
or does not seek reelection or is not reelected
to the office of Senator for the next succeed-
ing term, any portion of such fund which
then remains unexpended and unobligated
shall be deemed to be an office expense fund
surplus and shall be disposed of pursuant to
subparagraph (e) of this paragraph.

“(e) If any portion of any such fund be-
comes a surplus within the meaning of sub-
paragraph (a), (b), (e), or (d) at any time
during the life of an individual who is or has
been a Member of the Senate, such surplus
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shall be disposed of, as that individual shall
direct, in one or the other of the following
two ways:

“(1) such surplus shall be returned to the
contributors to that fund in proportion to
the amounts of their respective contributions
thereto; or

*“(2) such surplus shall be transferred in
its entirety to the senatorial campalgn com-
mittee of the political party of which such
individual was a member while serving as a
Senator during his most recent term of office.

*“(f) All contributions received by a Sen-
ator for the establishment of any fund for
any purpose described in subparagraph (a),
(b), (¢), or (d) shall be deposited in a bank
account in the name of a trustee designated
by him who shall have power (1) during the
life of such Senator to make disbursements
therefrom on behalf of the Senator for any
of the purposes for which such fund was
established or for disposition in compliance
with subparagraph (e) of this paragraph,
and (2) upon the death of such Senator to
dispose of any sum remaining unexpended
and unobligated in such fund in accordance
with subparagraph (e) of this paragraph.”

On page 4, line 22, strike out “3", and in-
sert In lleu thereof “5".

On page 5, line 1, strike out “4", and in-
sert in lieu thereof “6".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut may proceed.

Mr. COOPER,. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DODD. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have
been on the floor during practically the
entire debate. The only time I have been
off the floor was for perhaps an hour
when the amendment was adopted. I
support the Senator from New Jersey's
position. Yesterday we debated at long
length the amendment which he offered
and which was adopted by the Senate by
a rollcall vote. I supported the amend-
ment. I supported the position in com-
mittee and filed supplemental views af-
firming my position on the subject.

Before action was taken on this
amendment, there should have been a
quorum call and a rollcall vote, to give
those of us who oppose this system of col-
lection of funds for office expenses a
chance to vote on it. I would have voted
against it. We should have a rollcall vote.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Connecticut yield me half a
minute?

Mr. DODD. I yield.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I think a
great many of our colleagues feel that
way; and, in the circumstances, I wonder
if I might not suggest the possibility of
a unanimous-consent agreement for re-
consideration of the action by which the
Yarborough-Javits amendment was
adopted. As far as I am concerned, we
could agree on a time limitation of very
short duration, if that were done. I think
there is a feeling, which I share, not that
there was any intended effort to rush it
through, but I was not notified of any
intention——

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, did I understand the
Senator from New Jersey to say he was
not notified?

Mr. CASE, No; I was not notified in
time to get here. I received a call from
the Senator from Michigan about 15
minutes before action was taken. I got
here as quickly as I could, but there was
no delay for me to get here. I am sure
the Senator from Mississippi felt I had
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more time, but Senators who have simi-

lar feelings had no notice. I think it

would be more in the spirit of this insti-
tution that the matter be reconsidered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. DODD. Is this debate coming out
of my time?

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
is advised that it is out of the time of the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I was
trying to make a request.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, with the
indulgence——

Mr., ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged to the Senator from Connecti-
cut, because he has not had control of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the time is not charged to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as I tried to
say my amendment amends rule XLII,
which has Heen previously amended in
two instances by the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Case] and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. YarsoroucH]. My amend-
ment will have to be technically amended
to fit the changes that have taken place.

As is always the case with new legisla-
tion, there are respects in which this res-
olution, or any resolution, or any legis-
lation, can be clarified and strengthened.
That is all I seek to do.

My amendment seeks to fortify rule
XLII by laying down hard, comprehen-
sive, and rigid rules governing the con-
duct of fundraising funections author-
ized by the resolution and the handling
and reporting of all contributions re-
ceived, whether the contributions are
intended for campaign purposes or for
liquidating political debts incurred in the
course of seeking nomination and
election.

I want to call to the attention of the
Members of the Senate the following
facts about this amendment. I shall be
brief. It does not need any lengthy ex-
planation.

First, it differs from the original reso-
lution in that it establishes three distinet
categories of contributions, whereas, as
I understand the resolution—it tends to
put both kinds of contributions together
in a single, omnibus category.

The wording of the resolution as
amended does not explicitly, permit the
use of contributions for the purpose of
liquidating debts incurred in seeking
nomination and election.

I want to say to the Senator from
Mississippi and the Senator from Ken-
tucky that I know from our colloquy and
I know of their assurances, as I read
the REecorp that it was not the intent
of the committee to prohibit fundrais-
ing dinners for the purpose of liquidat-

ing old campaign debts. I do not think-

it is clear enough in the resolution, and
I do not think the colloquy is enough to
make it so. I think it ought to be spelled
out in the most explicit manner, so that
nobody in this body, from this hour on,
will have any doubt about it.
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Believe me, there has been doubt. If
there has ever been a gray area or a
jungle, this has been it.

I believe my amendment would
strengthen the original resolution by es-
tablishing these three categories of con-
tributions:

First, campaign contributions.

Second, contributions intended to de-
fray campaign deficits or debts incurred
in the course of seeking nomination and
election.

Third, in view of the amendment of
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Yar-
BorouGH], there would now be included
specific costs of office.

So there are three. In the second place,
I think my amendment will strengthen
the original resolution by spelling out, I
think in a very precise manner, the con-
ditions which should govern the holding
of fundraising affairs and the handling
and accounting of these functions.

I do not think there is anything more
important for us. My experience is past,
and I am not trying to be fulsome when
I say I do not want it to happen to any-
body else. The best way for Senators to
insure themselves against that is to have
written into this resolution precisely
what they can do and what they are
required to do, so there will never be any
gray area, any doubt, any jungle.

The amerndment would require that
the invitations to one of these functions
must contain, in print on its face, a clear
and unequivocal statement of the specific
political purpose to which the funds
raised will be put. There should not be
any doubt in anybody’s mind as to what
they are being raised for and what they
are to be used for.

That has not been the custom in this
country, despite what anyone may say,
but it ought to be made so, and I wish
it had been so. I think this is the hour
to make it so.

If the function is not part of a political
campaign, the invitations should make
it unequivocally clear that the function
is not a campaign fundraising function.

Next, the proceeds from such fune-
tions, as I suggest in this amendment,
must be promptly deposited in a sep-
arate, entirely independent bank ac-
count, under the control of an inde-
pendent trustee—that is, independent
from the Senator involved, not one of
his employees, but a person designated
by him; and that withdrawals from such
bank accounts are to be made exclusively
for the purposes of defraying specific
political expenses described in the invi-
tation. ;

Then my amendment would require
that detailed records, disclosing the
source of each deposit and the purpose
of each withdrawal be maintained. I do
not know how anybody can find fault
with that. If we are going to have these
affairs, let us get some ground rules:
Where did this come from, and what
did you do with it?

My amendment would require such
records to be audited annually by a cer-
tified public accountant, and the com-
plete text of the accountant’s report is
to be filed with the Secretary of the Sen-
ate, to be available to the publie, as is
true under the committee’s resolution.

i , my amendment provides for
the disposition of any surplus. I have:
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not heard this subject discussed during
the debate. Though it has been an in-
teresting and I think a constructive de-
bate, I do not recall having heard any-
one raise this question of surpluses.

I there is any surplus in a campaign
fund, what do we do with it? Why have
we not talked about it? If a Senator re-
ceives campaign contributions and then
decides not to run, for example, but he
has already raised some money; maybe
he has spent it all, maybe he has not.
What is he supposed to do? I think we
ought to make clear here, by this reso-
lution, what he is supposed to do with
that money.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DODD. Yes; I am happy to yield
to the Senator from California.

Mr. MURPHY. I commend the Sen-
ator for the contribution he is obviously
making, but I should like to ask him a
practical question.

‘When does a campaign begin? When
is a Senator campaigning; or I might
put it the other way: When is he not
campaigning? I think that should be
spelled out.

Mr, DODD. I think so, too. But I be-
lieve that is pretty largely governed by
State law.

Mr. MURPHY. There is a restriction,
also, that has to do with the television
and radio situation, and equal time.

Mr. DODD. We are campaigning every
day of our lives.

Mr. MURPHY, Certainly. That is my
belief.

Mr. DODD. And these fictions about
calendar dates are only fictions.

Mr. MURPHY. I agree.

Mr. DODD. Nobody lives by them. Al-
most everything that I do, and I think
almost everything that most Senators
do, to assure their own approval by their
constituents, and, if we are healthy and
strong enough to get their approval, in
seeking reelection, is campaigning.

But I do not wish to get into that, if
the Senator will forgive me for putting it
that way. I think I have something here
that the Senator from California will
be interested in, as well as other Sena-
tors. I do not think it is harsh; I do not
think other Senators will think so. I am
sure there are surpluses; I am sure this
has occurred. I think a man might very
well decide to run for the Senate today,
and not be able to continue by July.
‘What does he do with the money?

I have suggested in my amendment
two alternatives, which I believe should
be entirely acceptable. One permits a
Senator to dispose of the surplus by re-
turning it, which is the first thing to try
to do, on a pro rata basis, to the contrib-
utors. That sometimes is very difficult,
but he could do his best.

Otherwise, it permits him to dispose
of the surplus by turning it over to the
party of his choice—for example, to the
Senate campaign committee of his
choice—for the purpose of assisting
other Senators with deficits and in need
of finanecing, or those who require as-
sistance in running for reelection.

But the importance of this part of
the amendment, I say to my fellow Sena-
tors, is that I think we ought to define it.
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Otherwise, we more or less make a mock-
ery of all we have been trying to do.

When a man gets through with a cam-
paign, he has $100,000, so he puts it in
a bank account, and nobody knows what
it is or what it is to be spent for, and he
can use it for all kinds of purposes. I
think we ought to put this thing right
down in writing.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DODD. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did I understand the
Senator to say that under the resolution
as it now stands, there is authority
granted for the solicitation of funds to
run a campaign?

Mr. DODD. As I understand it, that
is so.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And, second, authority
to solicit funds to liquidate deficits that
have been incurred in campaigns previ-
ously conducted?

Mr. DODD. Past debts incurred.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.

Mr. DODD. I drew my judgment about
that from the colloquy, as I have pointed
out,

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is not in the
Senator's amendment, though, is it?

Mr. DODD. Yes; it is. I am trying to
make it more definite.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I see. The third item
is whether he has the authority to solicit
funds to help finance the operating costs
of his office.

Mr. DODD. No; this is not in the
amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is what I wanted
to find out.

Mr. DODD. That is not in my amend-
ment. The Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarBoroUGH] offered an amendment, as
I understand, to relate to specific costs
of office, which the Senate agreed to.
But that is not in my amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I would look with dis-
favor upon granting authority for any
Senator to solicit funds to help operate
gilstofﬁce. There is no justification for

at.

Mr. DODD. I know the Senator’s view,
but that is not in my amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it in the resolution
anywhere?

Mr. DODD. Yes; the amendment of
the Senator from Texas in a limited
sense, provides for specific costs of office,
if I understand it correctly. I ask the
Senator from Texas, am I not correct?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I beg the Sen-
ator's pardon?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is there, in the Sena-
tor's amendment, a provision authoriz-
ing a Senator to solicit funds for the
purpose of operating a Senator’s office?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The amend-
ment that was offered jointly by me and
the senior Senator from New York does
not change the authorizing amendments
of this resolution whatsoever. Ours is an
addendum, by which funds might be
spent that are solicited and raised, but
we did not change the authorizing lan-
guage of the resolution.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is there a provision
in the bill now that says that a Senator
may accept contributions specifically for
the purpose of financing the operations
of his office?
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Mr. DODD. As I understood it, that
is correct.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr, STENNIS. May I answer the ques-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has the floor.

Mr. DODD. I yield. I did not mean to
interrupt, but may I put the question to
the distinguished Senator from Texas?
Am I correct?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Yes.

Mr, DODD. In understanding the Sen-
ator’s amendment as allowing for spe-
cific costs of the office?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The amendment
does not authorize the raising of money
for the purpose of operating an office. It
authorizes the raising of contributions
to defray the fravel of a Senatfor to and
from his home State; for printing and
other expenses connected with mailing
speeches, newsletters, and reports to a
Senator's constituents and to news
media; and for telephone, telegraph,
postage, and stationery expenses. It per-
mits the expenditures of money for the
purposes named.

Mr. LAUSCHE. There is not much dif-
ference between the two.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. It is spelled out
exactly, instead of in general terms, as
before. The Yarborough-Javits amend-
ment spells out what the funds can be
spent for. Certainly it does not permit
the hiring of management or other
means to run an office.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. DODD. I yield to the Senator from
California.

Mr. MURPHY. I wonder if the amend-
ment would include travel within a State.
In my State, I maintain three offices.
Does the amendment include travel be-
tween offices? I have an office at San
Francisco, another at Sacramento, and
another at Los Angeles. In many States,
a number of offices are not needed. But
with 20 million people in a State the size
of California, I have to travel back and
forth.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Our amendment
is not broad enough to permit the Sena-
tor to raise money for paying for that
kind of travel. I have a similar problem.
At one time I went from my home in
Austin to El Paso, and the fare to El
Paso and back was as much as the cost
of one trip home from Washington to
Texas and back, because the only ticket
I could buy was a first-class ticket. In
traveling from Washington to my home
State, I could travel at night on a jet at
the tourist rate. In going from Washing-
ton to Dallas and back the fare was the
same as the fare from Austin to El Paso.

That is a very heavy burden. I might
add, although not at all bragging because
Alaska is now in the Union, that my State
is considerably larger than the State of
the Senator from California, So I realize
his problem. If is very expensive to travel
within a State, because most of the time,
on the feeder lines, the fare is first class.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, how is the
time running?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GeE in the chair). The Senator from
Connecticut has 13 minutes remaining.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I should
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like to ask that the colloquy between
the Senator from Texas and the Senator
from California not be charged to the
time of the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr, DODD. That may not be necessary.
I should like to finish what I have to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is dif-
ficult to extend that courtesy to the Sen-
ator from California at this time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Connecticut needs ad-
ditional time, it will be yielded to him
from the time on the bill.

Mr, DODD. I thank the majority leader
for his uniform kindness. I am grateful.
I can conclude in a few minutes. I was
trying to explain the subject of surplus
funds. I feel it is important Senators
ought to be protected. I do not know
whether it is of so much importance to
me any longer, but certainly other Sen-
ators ought to be protected. If there is a
surplus after a campaign, there is no
rule to provide for its disposition. At
least, there is none that I know. What
shall be done with it? Why do we not
adopt some rules to provide what shall
be done with a surplus?

I favor two alternatives. I have men-
tioned one. It can be made available on a
pro rata basis to the contributors. That
is one way to handle it. Or the surplus
can be turned over to the Senate cam-
paign committee of a Senator’s choice, or
to a political party of his choice. I think
that ought to be done. Otherwise, the
Senate will be subject to further suspi-
cion. These clarifications ought to be
made.

As to the costs of office, the question
arises, Can the surplus fund be retained
if the Senator is reelected? I should like
the attention of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi because he knows a great deal
about this. Assume that a Senator had
$50,000 left over after his election and
that he put it into a separate bank ac-
count. May he draw on that account,
under the resolution, to pay the costs of
his office?

Mr. STENNIS. I do not think the res-
olution expressly covers that point. We
were directing our attention to funds
that are raised by a Senator who is al-
ready elected and is looking to renom-
ination for election or to election in ac-
tivities that the resolution denominates
as a campaign. We were speaking pro-
spectively, of future campaigns.

Mr. DODD. Yes; but I think the reso-
lution involves future campaigns and
past campaigns. I am certain that this
has happened. I am sure that many other
Senators besides myself know about it.
If we are going to clean this problem
up, let us go whole hog and do it right.
In my judgment, it should have been
considered.

One Senator could have a $100,000
special bank account to cover the cost
of his office and would not come under
the resolution or any rule. If we are going
to write some rules, let us write them so
correctly that no one can have any doubt
about them, I do not think it is fair to
allow one Senator to have such a privi-
lege while another must be subject to the
rule. I do not think the American people
think that is fair either. We had better
write that into the resolution. I believe
that Senators will agree that it has been
overlooked.
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I understand the problem of the Sena-
tor from Mississippi. He had many prob-
lems. I am not critical of him for not
thinking of it, but it has occurred to me.
Why should we not take care of that
now? I suppose the answer could be
made, “Let us agree to the resolution
first; then the committee will try to
write some rules.” I know that it will,
and I believe they will be good ones.
I look forward to them. But I think that
this subject is so important that the
whole Senate ought to write the provi-
sion and say what it believes to be true
about it.

It is also true as to what I have tried
to offer in the amendment with respect
to what is involved by “making publie.”
In my travail, if one four-letter-word
had been used by those committees which
issued invitations—the word “gift"—I do
not think I would have passed through
the agony that I did.

So let us make it clear, so that no
Senator will have any doubt. Let us have
it written down and know what we are
up against. Let us know what we can do
and what is forbidden.

I say this, believe me, not so much for
myself, but for other Senators. It ought
go li::: done. We have the opportunity to

o it.

I would appreciate knowing of any
fault that the chairman of the commit-
tee finds with my amendment. I myself
do not know whether there is any fault
within it. I think we ought to air it.

Mr. STENNIS. Has the Senator from
Connecticut yielded the floor?

Mr. DODD. I do not know how the Sen-
ator from Mississippi feels about these
suggestions. I had to change my amend-
ment, as the Senator knows, because of
what took place in the Senate yesterday.
I assure the Senator from Mississippi and
all other Senators that this is an effort to
strengthen the resolution and to pin
down what we are permitted to do and
what we are required to do. I do not want
to ask for a rolleall vote at this late hour
on Friday, but I would like the Senate to
work its will. I do not see anything in the
amendment, I say to the Senator from
Mississippi, that in any way weakens the
resolution; I think it only strengthens it.

Mr. STENNIS. I should like to reply to
the Senator on my time, when he has
finished.

Mr. DODD. I shall reserve what time I
have remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I may use, not
to exceed 15 minutes.

I thank the Senator from Connecticut
for his fine remarks and for his contribu-
tion in preparing the amendment. I want
to get his opinion on one salient fact.

Mr. President, the only matter before
the Senate at this time is the amendment
of the Senator from Connecticut. I be-
lieve we have to understand a funda-
‘mental fact.

The provisions in this resolution, Mr.
President, relate solely, so far as a Sena-
tor is concerned, to matters in the future
and his conduct as a Senator, after he
has been elected and is serving in office.
The question of contributions particu-
larly relates in that way. It does not go
into the matter of surplus, because it is
rarely that anything is heard about a
surplus.
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After the funds have gone into the
control of the Corrupt Practices Act—we
have not tried to control them, of course
not—they come under the State law or
the Federal law that may be applicable
during that campaign. That is where we
cut off generally in the resolution, and
we do not try to follow them.

If any Senator has raised money and
if he turns it over to the political com-
mittee, that is a receipt for him, and he
does not have to trace it any further,
under this resolution.

I do not believe we should go into the
operations of a Senator’s office and per-
mit him to raise money under this res-
olution in order pay off a deficit he might
have. We might disagree with that, but it
seems to us that the problem will have
to be solved in some other way. They do
have deficits, and the deficits must be
paid. But the idea of discharging Sena-
torial duties and raising funds on the
side at the same time, through his office,
should not be permitted in our thinking,
and the wording of the resolution is not
intended to include that, and I do not
believe we should add it. If that were to
be added, it would raise all sorts of ques-
tions about what is to be allowed.

The Senator’s amendment refers to
authenticated indebtedness incurred by
him, and so forth, and then particular-
izes some of them—for instance subsist-
ence for immediate members of the fam-
ily during the period in which he con-
ducted an active campaign for such
nomination.

There must be a cutoff point. Should
we undertake fo regulate, merely
through a Senate resolution, how a Sen-
ator who has already been seated can
use his office to generate these cam-
paigns funds or to generate funds to pay
for items that are as personal as those?
In my opinion, we would be going far
out of bounds.

Mr. DODD. That subsistence has to
do only with the time during campaigns.

Mr. STENNIS. I made that clear—in-
debtedness incurred during the cam-
paign.

Mr. DODD. I suppose he would be
entitled to what someone not a memher
of his family would be entitled.

Mr. STENNIS. The committee is
under a mandate to bring back rules and
regulations that we think are proper
for the conduct of a Senator while he
is holding office. That is our only juris-
diction. I believe this amendment is for-
eign to our thought and foreign to the
concept of the entire resolution. I do
not believe any members of the com-
mittee considered trying to regulate mat-
ters such as these.

With all deference to the Senator
from Connecticut, we do require, with
respect to any testimonial dinner—we
understand that these are used by the
parties in many ways, but they are used
especially in some States—that the Sen-
ator must give his permission, if it is a
personal testimonial. Our idea was that
he would then be put on notice with
respect to the nature of the function,
what its purposes were, and how it was
going to be conducted. He would at least
know something about it, so that if he
wished to, he would have a say as to
whether it would be held, how it would
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be held, and what the ground rules were
going to be.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to cali the
attention of the Senator from Missis-
sippi and the Senator from Connecticut
to page 4, rule XLIT, lines 3 through 5:

A Senator may accept a contribution
from—

(a) a fund-raising event organized and
held in his behalf, provided:

(1) he has expressly given his approval—

Then skipping down, he is allowed to
use the contribution only to influence his
nomination for election, or his election;
and we deleted paragraph (b) yes-
terday—
and shall not use directly or indirectly any
part of any contribution for any other
purposes.

I am at a loss to understand why a
Senator should not be permitted to use
that type of fundraising event to pay off
his deficits.

Mr. STENNIS. We did not cover it, and
we did not attempt to cover it. I believe
it is another matter. The Senator can
argue the other way, but I believe it is
too late for us to get a full consideration
of that matter.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. As I read the language of
the committee report, it would prohibit
a fundraising event to pay off a deficit,
because it says he may use the contri-
bution only to influence his nomination
for election, or his election. How is he
going to get his debts paid off if he does
not have a fundraising event?

Mr. STENNIS. My inferpretation is
that this language does not permit the
payment of prior debt. There may be a
different interpretation. I do not know.
But a simple amendment permitting it
would put the issue squarely. My argu-
ment is that this amendment is long; it
is drawn out. I shall point to other fea-
tures that I do not believe are relevant.
But a direct amendment would raise
the issue properly.

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I am coming to the be-
lief, from the argument made by the
Senator from Connecticut, that the lan-
guage of the committee is essentially
unfair.

Much has been said about rich men’s
amendments, and I have been accused of
being a rich man and trying to take
advantage of the poor men of the Sen-
ate. But there is hardly a Member of the
Senate who is not going to run a deficit
in a campaign for reelection. If the com-
mittee says that he cannot raise money
to pay off that deficit—and that is what
the committee says—I believe it is unfair.

Mr. STENNIS. I say he should not use
his office for personal gain after he comes
to the Senate. I say that the deficits must
be paid. This is my view.

Mr. CLARK. At the very least, I be-
lieve there should be an exception so that
the way the language is written it would
not be illegal and improper and a viola-
tion of the rule to hold a fundraising
event to pay off a deficit.
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Mr. STENNIS. We can return to that.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. DODD. I note that the Senator
talks about dealing with the future, and
I understand that. I assure the Senator
that my amendment deals with the fu-
ture. It is not intended to go back prior
to the adoption of this resolution.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

My main point is that this is entirely
new thinking and entirely new procedure
and an entirely new problem. If we were
to adopt an amendment such as this, it
would permit all types of things to be
done in retiring prior indebtedness,
alleged campaign expenses. Who is to
determine what are real campaign ex-
penses? I believe that the matter of
meals, traveling expenses, and so forth,
is beyond the rule of the Senate.

Mr. DODD. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call at-
tention to the fact that that has only
to do with the campaign. The record
would make it appear otherwise. It would
not change anything but only suggests
some improvements in the resolution.

Mr. S . My argument is that
it goes beyond the resolution to get into
a new field of activity and category. We
could get at it simply by the amendment
suggested by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, but then we are immediately con-
fronted with the question. What are
campaign deficits? What goes in? This
language would open up a can of worms
and it would take a most minute and
microscopic examination.

Returning to campaign fundraising,
we put the Senator in the picture and
give him an opportunity to modify or
reject it. He should not be charged with
that responsibility, but he is when he
gets notice.

The Senator has a plan here—and I
am not critical—that these things have
to be reported annually by a certified
public accountant. That s all right. That
is a system adopted for the funds raised
during this term and to be published, and
that has never been required before.

The Senator talks about keeping prop-
er accounts. That is very good. However,
we have language here to make him keep
proper accounts of whatever he takes in
as a Senator.

We said in the beginning that we offer
a package here. I do not see how in the
world this could be properly defined, and
try to regulate deficits, and whatever is
in there. What constitutes a proper item
for a deficit would be a new bill and
would require most careful consideration
by a committee and then by the Senate
itself. If this amendment is thrown on
here like a wet blanket, we will not know
where we are, and neither will the Sen-
ator when the proposal is completed.

Let us get at the problem of trying to
regulate what we have been debating. I
do not know that the committee will be
back any time soon with any new pro-
posals unless it would be to pick up any
defects; but that is something that can
be done in the course of time.

My plea is: Let us take what we want
of the package we have and not go into
other fields.
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. We started to talk
about deficits.

The regulation would finally say that:

2, The Senator may use the contribution
only to—

(a) influence his nomination for election,
or his election; or

(b) defray the reasonable expenses,
curred or contemplated, of his office;
and shall not use directly or indirectly any
part of any contribution for any other pur-
poses.

And also:

(c¢) discharge in whole or in part any duly
authenticated indebtedness incurred by him
which is directly attributable to expendi-
tures made by him or on his behalf in sup-
port of his efforts to obtain nomination for,
or election to, the office of Senator or for
his subsistence.

We had a debt in our State last year in
the campaign. I understand now we
could go back and with perfect propriety
raise moneys to apply to that debt. I
think that is dangerous and I agree with
the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. That is my point. We
are going into a new field. Even though
the Senator worked on this faithfully, we
would be going into a field in which we
are not fully informed. We would be
adopting ground rules in fields not yet ex-
plored. One of the areas involved is the
corrupt practices acts of the States from
which some of us come. We have virtually
no control over that. Somebody’s jude-
ment and opinion must be had before we
can come up here and legislate.

With reference to a surplus, that is
another field we had better not go into.

Mr. DODD. I may have grossly mis-
understood the Senator and I could well
have done so. However, on Monday in a
colloquy with the Senator I asked the
specific question: Does this include past
political debts? I pointed out the word
“incurred” was used, which is certainly
in the past. I understood the Senator to
say that it did. Now, I understand him
to say it does not. I was not the person
who put in section (a) about defraying
reasonable expenses. We should know
just what is intended. On Monday we are
told it does, and on Friday we are told
it does not.

Mr. STENNIS. I begz the Senator's
pardon.

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will let me
finish, the Senator had yielded to me. I
hope the Senator will indulge me long
enough to state my question.

Mr. STENNIS. Very well.

Mr. DODD. Did I understand the Sen-
ator correctly on Monday to say that it
did include past debts, and do I now un-
derstand him to say it does not; and if
he has changed his mind, why?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi has not changed his mind and
has not changed his position.

I shall state what the Senator’s ques-
tion was directed to on Monday. Then,
there was language in the proposal here
that referred to office expense of a Sen-
ator. It referred to debts either incurred
or contemplated. It was in the bill on
page 4 at line 18, That language has been
stricken out of the bill since.

The Senator from Mississippi replied

in-
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that that had to do with expenses of
operating the office; the funds could be
accepted and paid for things that had
already happened in the office, such as
buying extra paper.

1said on Monday, in substance, it could
be used for paying expenses already in-
curred in the office. I do not think I used
the illustration of stamps or paper, but
that would have been all right if he con-
templated a certain plan of action. Then,
they could go for that purpose. I think it
was there I used the illustration about
our friend from Illinois, who at one time
had a plan he contemplated for certain
things and then changed his mind. I do
not think I said to the Senator he could
go back and pick up old debts.

Mr. DODD., I thought I understood the
colloquy between myself and the Senator
from Kentucky. There may have been
a misunderstanding. We can only ascer-
tain that from the RECORD.

Mr. STENNIS. That is all right.

Mr. DODD. I remember the colloguy
because I remember asking how far in
the future we could contemplate. I do
not think we know. This is what I am
talking about. I think the Senate should
know and I should know.

There should not be any vagueness
about this. And, I think we should take
the time to carefully define just what is
the intention of the committee concern-
ing this matter.

Mr. STENNIS. I am not in a hurry
I have been standing here for a week
and I can stand here for another week.

Mr. DODD. I know. But, I am afraid
that on a Friday afternoon we do not
have sufficient time. That is why I am
concerned about the time limitation. I
think this is the last proposal that should
have a time limitation, but it was pro-
posed. I think we could do a much more
thorough job by discussing the matter,
debating it, bringing up many facets, and
dmitg everything, if we take the time to

0 1C.

‘Why do we not have a live quorum and
then we could ascertain how many Sen-
ators we can get at 20 minutes after 4
on a Friday afternoon.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum without the
time being charged to either side.

Mr. President, before doing that, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of Virginia in the chair). Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be-
fore the quorum call—

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I with-
draw my request for the call of the
quorum.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to make
the statement that——

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, be-
cause of serious illness in my family, I
must catch an airplane for Seattle which
leaves here about 6 o’clock.

I hope that we can vote on this reso-
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lution by 5 o'clock. But, if we do not, I
want the Recorp to show that I would
vote for the resolution, as amended. I am
wholeheartedly in favor of it and com-
pliment the committee on the fine job
it has done.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for yielding to me.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, I think
that the leadership has a commitment. I
wil] restate that commitment.

It is that, if at all possible, we intend
to try to finish work on the resolution
and vote on it tonight.

Whether we do or not, is up to the
Senate and not to the leadership.

Many Senators have engagements of
great importance to them. They are stay-
ing in the Chamber. We have a quorum
here, and it is a good quorum. I would
say that we have in the neighborhood of
75 Senators, at least.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if the ma-
jority leader will yield, I had no thought
of questioning him.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; no. I am not
talking about the Senator at all.

Mr. DODD. If a quorum is present, I
am happy about it. I want to be sure
we have a quorum, at this late hour on
a Friday afternoon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have one.

Mr. DODD. Then I shall not ask for a
live quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr. CooPER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to have the
attention of the Senator from Connecti-
cut to say that at least in one respect,
and there may be others, the main ques-
tion he raised is one which I think de-
serves the consideration of the commit-
tee after the resolution is adopted.

This rule, as I understand it, operates
in futuro in that a Member or incumbent
Senator can receive funds from fund-
raising events for campaign purposes to
influence his nomination for election, or
his election in the future.

It might be that in a preceding cam-
paign, in which a Senator was elected
that there were legitimate campaign ex-
penses which were not paid for.

The Senator is asking, would the rule
permit him to have a fundraising event
to pay off legitimate campaign expendi-
tures for the election in which he was
elected to the Senate.

My judgment is, and I think that the
Senator from Mississippi said this, that
this resolution would not permit him to
do so. However, I believe that the com-
mittee should consider the problem of
legitimate campaign expenses that have
occurred.

Mr. DODD. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from Kentucky very much for his
remarks.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania but want to say right now that I
certainly think the Senator from Ken-
tucky has made a good suggestion. I did
not want to make any promises that we
would be back in here in 10 days or 2
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weeks with another resolution, Not at all.
It will take a great deal of time to deter-
mine what is needed.

Now I yield 1 minute to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I want
the Recorp to show that, in my opinion.
the Senate is legislating this afternoon
in an unseemly manner.

The Yarborough amendment was
passed with no adequate quorum call,
and with inadequate notice to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. Casel. It is
a matter which required careful consid-
eration, but it did not get it.

I think that we are now in the process
of being quite unfair to the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr., Dopp] who has raised
a very important question here which, in
my opinion, should be dealt with by the
resolution.

It seems that everyone wants to get
away on a Friday afternoon. I think we
may be taking action today which I am
sure we will regret.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Curtis] is rec-
ognized for 1 minute.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, due to a
longstanding engagement, I must leave
for Nebraska on public matters at 5
o’clock.

If I were present in the Chamber at
the time the resolution is voted upon, I
would support it. It is not perfect. The
?mmit.tee has had a very difficult job to

0.

I believe that canons of ethics for
lawyers have proved to be valuable over
a period of time. I believe that judicial
canons of ethics have been helpful. I
think that the beginning of the forma-
tion of a body of rules for the guidance
of Senators is also a good thing. I com-
mend the committee for its action in
that regard.

Were I to be present at time of final
vote on the resolution is taken, I would
vote “yea.”

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Hruskal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the same
necessities are imposed upon me, as my
junior colleague has stated. Due to a
longstanding commitment in my State
on a matter of public business it is nec-
essary that I leave the Chamber prior
to the vote on final passage of the reso-
Iution.

I am in favor of the resolution, its
merit and its purpose, and if I were
present during the final vote, I would
vote “yea.”

I want to express my personal appre-
ciation to the entire committee for the
work it has done on this resolution.

I want particularly to express my ap-
preciation to the Senator from Missis-
sippi because I am always impressed with
his performance when he undertakes
to manage a measure on the floor. I am
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especially grateful to the committee for
its willingness to work out many sugges-
tions and accept matters on the floor for
the code of ethics which is embraced in
the resolution to fill a long-felt need.

The resolution is not as perfect nor
is it as complete as I would have it. How-
ever, it is an important step forward
to meet a difficult situation.

Again I want to express my commen-
dations and my appreciation to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi and to all mem-
bers of the committee.

Mr. STENNIS. For all members of the
committee, I thank the Senator from
Nebraska most kindly.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield me 1
minute?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr., President, I think
that the Seleet Committee on Standards
and Conduct has performed a useful
and valuable service to the Senate. But,
as amended, the resolution which it
brought in is fast becoming a farce, in
my opinion.

I certainly am not going to be a party
to supporting such an effort, unless the
resolution is radically changed and some
of the amendments which have been
adopted are thrown out.

I am going to stay in this Chamber
long enough to vote against the resolu-
tion because I will not be a party to the
perpetrating of a fraud upon the Ameri-
can people by making them think that
we are trying to purify ourselves when we
are really making ourselves look worse
by the demonstration put on here today.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
only 1 or 2 minutes remaining——

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr, STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for 1 min-
ute.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator from
Mississippi very much.

Mr, President, I share some of the con-
cern of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CrLark] regarding the implications
in the resolution with respect to carrying
over expenses which have not been paid
for in a campaign. I would have the feel-
ing that payment of those expenses, after
one has been elected, can have a definite
bearing on future renomination or re-
election of an incumbent. But, if there is
any question about it, it might be well for
the Senator to have his campaign finance
committee handle the whole matter in-
:5?&1 of accepting the contributions him-

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut will state it.

Mr. DODD. How much time remains to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight
minutes remains to the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr., DODD, I thank the Chair. I shall
not use the 8 minutes.

I am, believe me, more than sym-
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pathetic to Senators with previous en-
gagements on a weekend. Frequently, I
must leave Washington on Fridays, too.
I know what Senators are up against in
that respect. I know what we are all up
against. I am particularly sympathetic to
Senators who come from distant States.
I do not want to take advantage for that
or ask for a live quorum, hoping that
enough Senators will be away so that we
cannot get a quorum, I do not do that, I
am not going to do that today. But I
should like to make a very brief response
to the very eloquent argument of the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS].

As I understand it, what he stressed,
and rightfully, is that we are legislating
for the future. Of course we are. We are
not legislating retroactively. I am the
last one who would so suggest. Thus, I
want to make that point, at least, that I
do not think the Corrupt Practices Act
cures the problems I have raised. We
are not amending the Corrupt Practices
Act. We are here to adopt a resolution
with respect to the conduct of Senators.
I think that this is the place to do it.

The specific point about the resolution
requiring the permission of a Senator, I
do not think that is enough. Permission
can be in various forms.

It depends upon the Senator. It de-
pends on how much attention he pays to
what the committee is doing. The results
will probably vary in many respects. That
is why I introduced the amendment to
make it possible for every Senator to
know exactly what he has got to do. He
has got to give more than permission to
collect the money; he has to get an
agent to collect it and make the report
to the Secretary of the Senate.

I see nothing burdensome about it. If
we had this rule, we probably would not
be having this discussion.

That is the thrust of that part of my
amendment. I do not understand why it
should not be adopted, Is it too much to
do? Will it protect us too much? Does it
make our task more difficult?

It is a very little thing to do. I am
asking that we do everything we can in
this resolution to tighten up the rules
and make them known to all members of
the Senate, so they make no mistake
about them, and thereafter we can all be
held to abide by them.

My fear is that this is going to be
argued for a long time. I think what
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AikeEN]
has just said is quite true. I do not think
we have done whai we intended to do.
That is why it has taken longer than we
intended, and there is a lot to do now. I
plead that the Senate adopt the amend-
ment. It is not going to hurt anybody.
It is going to help everybody.

It will put us on notice of the rules,
what we can do and what we cannot do,
and not deal with the rules in generality,
like the jungle we have been operating in
for 100 or 200 years; and every man
here, and the lady, too, knows that to be
true.

All T am asking the Senate to do is to
spell it out; write it out; do not leave any
doubt for anybody. Why cannot we do
that? It will take a little while. Members
want to get away. I said I understood it.
If there are not enough Senators here,
why cannot we do it on Monday?
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Let me plead with you—and I am a
little bit of an expert, if that is the way
to describe myself. I wish there had been
rules like these. I do not want any of you
to feel as I have, for your sakes, for our
children’s sake, for the country’s sake. Let
us write rules about which there cannot
be any doubt that everybody will under-
stand them, and that we will have a
chance. Let us not be so foolish as to say
it is too late, that we do not have enough
time, that we do not need it, that we al-
ready know. We do not know. We do not
know anything about it, and here is a
chance to do something about it.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield in order that I may pro-
pose a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. DODD. Yes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further consid-
eration of the Dodd amendment be post-
poned until Monday, and that it be de-
bated for an unlimited time at that time.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is noted.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Pennsylvania for his
unanimous-consent request. I wish it
could be done, but I shall not delay the
Senate longer. I think, if we had more
time, you would all agree that there is
nothing here that should not be done;
that it puts no burden on anybody; it
clarifies the situation as it now exists.
Yes, we will get regulations, and I am
sure they will be good ones, but the Sen-
ate itself should regulate, particularly in
this area, and not delegate it to a com-
mittee any more than it has to. This is
the time to say what we think these
canons of ethics, as the Senator from
Nebraska described them, are.

Mr. President, that is my plea.I am not
so foolish as to feel I will prevail over a
respected and powerful committee. I
think it is making a mistake in opposing
the amendment. I think it made a similar
mistake in opposing the proposals of the
Senator from New Jersey and other Sen-
ators. I think our people want this done.
I think they expect it to be done, and
they do not expect us to put it off to some
future time.

That is my plea. I hope the amendment
will be approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back the remainder of
his time?

Mr. DODD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Connecticut. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and #e clerk will call the
roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon]1, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. InouyE]l, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Long], and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. SymiNcTON] are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana {Mr. Bayr], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BRewsTER], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHURcH], the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
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Ervinl, the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horrannl, the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Horrings], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator
from New York [Mr. Kennepy], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc~
CarTHY], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. McINTYRE], the Senator from
Utah [Mr, Mossl, the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskie]l, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTore]l, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. Tarmapgel, the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings],
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Bayu], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrURCH], the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ErrLEnpER], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, Ervin], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HorrLanD], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLrLiNgs],
the BSenator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskiel, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr, PasTore], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusserL]l, the Senator from Mis-
sourl [Mr. Symneron], the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. TaLmapce]l, the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typincsl, and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youncl,
would each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Broorel, the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Fanwinl, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. HarrieLp], the Senator from
California [Mr. KucueL], and the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr, PErcY] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
MorToN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Brookel, the
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomrI-
wick]l, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Fanwin], the Senator from California
[Mr, KucrEL], and the Senator from
Ilinois [Mr. Percy] would each vote
nmy.n

The result was announced—yeas 5,
nays 65, as follows:
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YEAS—b
Bartlett Dodd Murph
Clark Hart Y.

NAYS—65
Alken Gore McGovern
Allott Griffin Metcall
Anderson Gruening Miller
Baker Hansen Mondale
Bennett Harris Monroney
Bible Hartke Montoya
Boggs Hayden Morse
Burdick Hickenlooper Mundt
Byrd, Va. Hin Nelson
Byrd, W. Va. Hrusksa Pearson
Carlson Javits Pell
Case Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Cotton EKennedy, Mass. Randolph
Curtis Long, Ribicoff
Dirksen Magnuson Scott
Eastland Mansfield Smathers
Fong Smith
Fulbright McGee Sparkman
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Spong Tower Yarborough
Stennis Willlams, N.J. Young, N. Dak.
Thurmond Williams, Del.
NOT VOTING—30
Bayh Holland Morton
Brewster Hollings - Moss
Brooke Inouye Muskie
Cannon Jackson Pastore
Eennedy, N.Y. Percy

Dominick EKuchel Russell
Ellender Lausche Symington
Ervin Long, Mo. Talmadge
Fannin MeCarthy Tydings
Hatfleld McIntyre Young, Ohio

So Mr. Dopp’s amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
about to propound a unanimous-consent
request. I understand it has been cleared
all around. If the Senate will agree to re-
consider the amendment which I am
about to mention, I think we could face
up to it very quickly.

I ask unanimous consent that the vote
by which the so-called Yarborough
am(eindment was agreed to be reconsid-
ered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of Virginia in the chair). Is there ob-
jection.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, and I shall
not object, I want to state the facts about
this. Statements have been made that no
notice was given to the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Casel.
Notice was given before the amendment
was considered. I had agreed with the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi,
the chairman of the Special Committee
on Standards and Conduct, that we
would give notice to the Senator from
New Jersey. A number of Senators
worked on the amendment. The Senator
from Michigan [Mr. GrirrFin] was asked
if he would handle the notification to the
Senator from New Jersey. The Senator
from Michigan gave that notice 15 min-
utes before the consideration of the
amendment started. I personally spoke
for 13 minutes. The Senator from New
Jersey could not have had less than 40
minutes between being notified and the
time of the vote.

The majority leader has said that it is
the duty of Senators to be in the Cham-
ber. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark] was in the chair. He was relieved
by the majority leader and came to the
floor. He suggested one change in the
amendment to make it broader than it
was. Then he went back to the Chair, and
we voted. No Senator asked for a quo-
rum. Forty minutes must have elapsed.
There was no injustice to the Senator
from New Jersey.

But because of the objection of the
Senator from New Jersey, I join in the
unanimous-consent request that the Sen-
ate set aside that vote and start over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a limi-
tation of 10 minutes on the pending
amendment, the time to be equally di-
vided between the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YareoroucH] and the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Casgl.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered. Who yields time?

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, may I first
ask for the yeas and nays?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 4 between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

“3. Nothing in this Rule shall preclude the
use of contributions to defray expenses for
travel to and from each Senator’'s home
State, for printing and other expenses in
connection with the malling of speeches,
newsletters and reports to a Senator's con-
stituents; for expenses of radio, television
and news media methods of reporting to a
Senator’s constituents; and for telephone,
telegraph, postage and stationery expenses in
excess of allowance, newspaper subscriptions
from his home State”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey will state it.

Mr. CASE. Do I correctly understand
that this is to be a consideration of the
amendment as in the first instance, and
therefore it has to be adopted affirma~
tively, otherwise it fails?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest for reconsideration has been
granted. The question now is on the
adoption of the amendment as such.

Mr. CASE. As in the first instance?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As in the
first instance.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to inquire as to that. Do I correctly
understand that the unanimous consent
request of the majority leader was that
the motion to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider be laid aside?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest of the majority leader was that
the vote by which the Yarborough
amendment was agreed to be recon-
sidered.

Mr. ALLLOTT. Be reconsidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
Yarborough amendment.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I assume
that this colloquy is not being taken out
of the agreed time. I ask unanimous
consent that it not be taken out of our
time. But I have one more question, a
parliamentary inquiry, to clarify the sit-
uation for every Senator.

Pursuant to the Chair's ruling, the
adoption of the Yarborough amendment
would require a vote “yea”; opposition
to it would be represented by a vote
l(nay!l?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is correct.

Who yields time?

Mr. CASE, If the Senator from Texas
is agreeable, I will yield back my time,
if he will yield back his time. :

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield back my
time.

Mr. CASE. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
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from Michigan [Mr. GriFFIN] may be in-
cluded as a cosponsor of the amendment.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I join in that
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YareorROUGH]. On this question, the
veas and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. InouyE], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Lowng], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymIincTON] are absent on of-
ficial business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Bayul, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREwsTER], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ErviN],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Horrings], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr, Jacksonl, the Senator from
New York [Mr, Kennepy]l, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LavscHE], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTyRE], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskile], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. TaLmancel, the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. Russern], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typings], and the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Youncg] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURcH], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskiel, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] would each
vote “yea.”

I further state, that if present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER] would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon] is paired with the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. BayH]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Indiana
would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HorLranp] is paired with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLLiNgs]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from South Carolina would vote
“nay.“

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTore] is paired with the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMmINGTON].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Rhode Island would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Missouri would vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel, the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Fannin], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Harriernl, the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL], and the
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Senator from Illinois [Mr. Percy] are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Brooke]l, the Sena-
tor from Colorado [Mr. DomiNick], and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN],
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. PErcY] is paired with the Senator
from California [Mr. KucreeL]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Illinois
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
California would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 28, as follows:
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YEAS—43
Allott Hayden Monroney
Anderson Hickenlooper Montoya
Bennett Hill Murphy
Burdick Hruska Pearson
Cotton Javits Pell
Dirksen Jordan, N.C. Scott
Dodd Jordan, Idaho Smathers
Eastland Kennedy, Mass. Sparkman
Fong Long, La. Stennis
Fulbright Magnuson Thurmond
Griffin McClellan Tower
Hansen McGee Williams, N.J.
Harris Metcalf Yarborough
Hart Miller
Hartke Mondale

NAYS—28
Alken Cooper Prouty
Baker Curtis Proxmire
Bartlett Gore Randolph
Bible Gruening Ribicoff
Boggs Mansfield Smith
Byrd, Va. McGovern Spong
Byrd, W. Va. Morse Williams, Del.
Carlson Morton Young, N. Dak.
Case Mundt
Clark Nelson

NOT VOTING—29
Bayh Holland Moss
Brewster Hollings Muskie
Brooke Inouye Pastore
Cannon Jackson Percy
Church Kennedy, N.Y. Russell
Dominick Kuchel Symington
Ellender Lausche Talmadge
Ervin Long, Mo. Tydings
Fannin MeCarthy Young, Ohio
Hatfield McIntyre
So Mr. YARBOROUGH'S amendment was

agreed to.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
L1ams of New Jersey in the chair). The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr, President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian advises the Chair that it is
not necessary to move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I withdraw my
motion. .

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment, as follows:

On page 3, strike lines 18 through 22 and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “Secre-
tary for the Majority”—

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I sug-
gest—

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, that
is not the amendment we discussed and
agreed to—yes; go ahead.

March 22, 1968

The assistant legislative clerk contin-
ued reading, as follows:

The Secretary for the Majority is the su-
pervisor of the employees of his office;

(1) the Minority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Minority. The Secre-
tary for the Minority is the supervisor of the
employees of his office.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how
would (h) and (i) read as amended?

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 3, line 17:

“{h) the Majority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Majority and of the
empioyeea of the Office of the Secretary"——

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; as changed.

Mr. President, will the amended sec-
tions read as follows, line 17:

“(h) the Majority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Majority. The Secre-
tary for the Majority is the supervisor in his
office.

“{i) the Minority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Minority. The Secre-
tary for the Minority is the supervisor in his
office.”

Mr. BENNETT. Of the employees.

Mr. MANSFIELD. “The secretary for
the minority is the supervisor of the em-
ployees of his office,” and it would read
the same with respect to the majority
secretary.

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct.

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 minute.

The purpose of this amendment is to
straighten out a relationship that was
improperly stated in the original draft of
the amendment. It is entirely a technical
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp a
statement explaining how the relation-
ship of the secretaries of the majority
and the minority came into this situation.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

The positions “Secretary for the Majorlity"
and "Becx'et.ary for the Minorlty" were created
by Public Law 17-71st Congress, approved
June 20, 1929 (Legislative Pay Act of 1929)
effective July 1, 1929,

On June 18, 1929, (Legislative day June 17,
1929) immediately following passage of H.R.
3966 (PL 17-71), the following Resolutions
were considered and agreed to:

“SECRETARY FOR THE MAJORITY OF THE
SENATE

“Mr. Watson, by unanimous consent, sub-
mitted the following resolution (S. Res. 96),
which was considered by unanimous consent
and agreed to:

“Resolved, That Carl A. Loeffler, of Penn-
sylvania, be, and he is hereby, elected secre-
tary for the majority of the Senate, effective
on and after July 1, 1929.

“SECRETARY FOR THE MINORITY OF THE
SENATE

“Mr. Robinson of Arkansas, by unanimous
consent, submitted the following resolution
(8. Res. 97), which was considered by unani-
mous consent and agreed to:

“Resolved, That Edwin A. Halsey, of Vir-
ginia, be, and he is hereby, elected secretary
for the minority of the Senate, effective on
and after July 1, 1929." (Journal of the Sen-
ate, 137, 1/71, 1929, Page 122.)

The Congressional Record of June 18, 1929
(Legislative day June 17, 1929), Volume 71,
Part 3, Page 3068, records the elections of the
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority as
follows:
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“Mr. Warson. Mr. President, I offer a res-
olution, and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

“‘Mr. La FOLLETTE. Let it be reported.

“The Vice PRESIDENT. The clerk will read
the resolution.

““The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S.
Res. 96), as follows:

“Resolved, That Carl A, Loeffler, of Penn-
sylvania, be, and he is hereby, elected secre-
tary for the majority of the Senate, effective
on and after July 1, 1929

“The Senate, by unanimous consent,
proceeded to consider the resolution.

“Mr. Warson. Mr. President, Mr. Loeffler has
held the position of and has hitherto been
called the Assistant Sergeant at Arms. The
bill that has just been passed changes his
title to ‘secretary for the majority of the
Senate.” Unless this resolution be passed he
will go out of office on the 1st of July, because
his position is an elective one, and he must be
elected by the Senate. Therefore I have of-
fered this resolution, and I understand the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Robinson) will
offer a similar one on behalf of Colonel
Halsey.

“Mr, WARREN. I hope the resolution may be

to.

“The Vice PREsmENT. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

“The resolution was agreed to.

“EDWIN A. HALSEY

“Mr. Ropinson of Arkansas. Mr. President,
I send to the desk a resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

“The Vice PresmeENT. The clerk will read
the resolution.

“The resolution (S. Res. 97) was read, con-
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to,
as follows:

“‘Resolved, That Edwin A. Halsey, of Vir-
ginia, be, and he is hereby, elected secretary
for the minority of the Senate, effective on
and after July 1, 1829." "

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as a
member of the committee, I heartily
join in this change, particularly in view
of the very fine employees who are serv-
ing us in this capacity, to do this work
for us.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
emphasizes the fact, once again, that the
secretary for the majority is under the
majority leader, not the President pro
tempore, and that the secretary for the
minority is under the minority leader,
not the President pro tempore.

I yiela back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BENNETT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Utah.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, so far
as I know, these are the last amend-
ments. These are what we ordinarily call
technical amendments, to correct vari-
ous words and figures in the resolution,
largely to make it conform to the amend-
ments that have been adopted.

I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the amendments be dispensed
with, and that the amendments be
printed at this point in the REecorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the reading of the amendments
will be dispensed with; and, without
objection, they will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendments are as follows:

On page 4, line 21, strike the period at
the end of the sentence, insert a comma,
and add the following language: “except as
otherwise provided herein.”;
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On page 5, line 8, strike everything after
“office.”” through line 183;

On page 5, line 14, strike the word "“thirty”
and insert in lieu thereof “sixty”;

On page 7, line 5, delete the period fol-
lowing the word “year” and insert in lieu
thereof a semicolon, followed by the word
“and”;

On page 7, line 8, delete the words “each
gift" and insert in lieu thereof *all gifts
in the aggregate amount or value of §50 or
more from any single source”;

On page 7, line 7, insert a perlod after
the word “year” and strike the language on
lines 7 following the word “year” through
line 8;

On page 7, line 18, following the word
“hearing”, insert “in a closed session.”;

On page 8, line 19, following the word
“reports” insert the words *“shall be”;

On page 8, line 19, strike the language
following the word “filed,” through the
comma following the word “rule” on line
21, and insert in lieu thereof “for any
perlod”.

Mi. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloe, because
they refer to several places in the res-
olution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. I believe I should men-
tion one change, Mr. President. We
struck out “30” and inserted “60" with
reference to the time for one of the new
rules to go into effect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYrD
of West Virginia in the chair). Will the
Senator please suspend?

The Senate will be in order. Attachés
will take seats or leave the Chamber.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the other
item of substance is one which provides
for employees to be subject to the pro-
vision in the resolution concerning gifts
and the reporting thereof—gifts of over
$50 in value.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the amendments, and yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena-
tors yield back their time?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the resolution.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, how much
time is there remaining on the resolu-
tion?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Four hours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 4 hours on the bill.

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, I ask who-~
ever is in control of time to yield me 2
minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

- Byrp of West Virginia in the chair). The

Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I shall
vote for the resolutiorn because I think it
makes a perceptible but not significant
improvement in the present standards of
ethies which are formally without any
code in effect with respect to most Mem-
bers of the Senate.

I wish to commend the Senator from
Mississippi for the hard work he has
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done; and I commend his colleagues for
their hard work.

I think we are approaching by small
steps somewhere near where we should
be, which is complete disclosure of finan-
cial affairs of all Members of the Senate,
employees, and officers.

Having made a little bit of progress, I
am not one who is going to stand up and
vote against something because I do not
think it is complete. Yesterday we inade
a mistake when we voted by a vote of
44 to 40 not to have the complete dis-
closure that the country expects of us.

However, because this proposed code
of ethics makes some small improvement
in the present standards, I shall support
the resolution.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

SEVERAL SENaTORS. Vote. Vote,

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. PErRCY]
is necessarily absent because of a death
in his family. He supports the resolution.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a statement by the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. PErcY].

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PERCY

I wish to indicate my support of the reso-
lution. In so doing, I commend the committee
for its thoughtful approach to and develop-
ment of a solution to a problem that is of
paramount importance to this body.

There are several reasons why I feel it is
important that the Senate adopt the pending
resolution. In a very broad sense, the need
for clarification of the matters touched upon
by the Resolution reflects the necessity for
the Senate—like all institutions of our gov-
ernment and our society—to grow and fit
itself to changing modern times and condi- -
tions, In & very lmmediate sense, there is a
need to take a basic step to reinforce and
reassure the public confidence in the Senate,
to which the peoples of a free soclety are
entitled in those they have selected to repre-
sent them. And I would further suggest, Mr.
Fresident, that there is a value to be realized
by all Senators in having a set of basic guide- -
lines set down and publicly debated
which—when adopted—will allow greater
freedom from misunderstanding than 1is
possible in the absence of clearly announced
rules and standards.

In its broadest perspective, the process of
development of a soclety s the process of
defining and refining relationships between
citizens, groups and institutions. As citizens
become more numerous, groups more di-
verse, and institutions more pervasive and
more remote from the individuals they were

designed to serve, the need arises for more .

formal—and more visible—standards by
which rights and relationships may be de-
fined.

In the early days of the Republic, poli-
tics was an Informal process. A Congressman
or Senator knew the great majority of his
constituents personally, The institution of
government was, by the constitution that
created it, an Institution of limited powers
and concerns. But in the present age of mass
communications and transportation media,
the federal government—whether we llke it
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or not—has grown into a pervasive institu-
tion nearly overpowering in its manifold im-
pact on each individual citizen. It is ironic
that as government has grown nearer its
citizens in its effects upon them, it has grown
more distant and inaccessible in the citizen’s
ability to know and register his views upon
it. It should be no surprise that the dis-
tance and detachment of the government
from the public should require articulated,
visible standards where once general under-
standing, gentleman's agreements or personal
knowledge suffice. As our progress as a na-
tion has required refinement and formaliza-
tion of other relationships, I would respect-
fully suggest that we should not be reticent
to supply a measure of refinement and
formalization to the office of Senator that
is contemplated by this resolution.

As to the proposed rules themselves, I
think there can be no disagreement as to
their general utility. In delineating the
agreed uses of eontributed funds, and pro-
viding the requirement and the means for
public disclosure of the amounts of contri-
butions, the area of the most volatile finan-
cial problems are recognized. In providing
for the Comptroller General to recelve and
retain the income tax returns of individual
Senators, Officers and Staff a very construe-
tive balance is struck between effective dis-
closure and inhibiting of wrongdoing, on the
one hand, and the maintenance of a mini-
mum degree of privacy for individual Sena-
tors and staff members, on the other.

There is still room for cholce by individual
Senators as to whether or not they will go
farther in disclosing their financial affairs
than is required by the rules. We are con-
cerned, in making a rule for the Senate, in
finding a workable means—a minimum
standard that will promote assurance and
confidence, leaving room for individual re-
sponses—beyond the minimum—where in-
dividual clrcumstances so warrant or require.

I regard the adoption of this resolution a
responsible step in this direction.

I commend the Committee for their dedi-
cated labors, and for their sensitive and ex-
tremely able handling of this legislation on
the floor of the Senate. I hope the resolution
will be agreed to.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 2 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to
join Senators who are approving the
resolution. I certainly approve of it, and
I commend the committee for its work.

I regret that my amendment was so
overwhelmingly rejected. I think Sena-
tors will regret it. But I guess that hap-
pens around here all the time.

I particularly call attention to the work
of the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky who I think is one of the great
Senators of this body. He did a tremen-
dous amount of work in introducing this
resolution as a member of the committee.
He is a man of great character, jude-
ment, and fairness, I say that about all of
the other Members, as well.

I hope this improves the situation. I
believe we could have done better; per-
haps later we will. I think we have made
an excellent beginning.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I rise to
express my regret that due to another
meeting I was not able to be in the
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Chamber at the time the Cannon amend-
ment was discussed yesterday. I had
participated in the earlier debates on
the sukject. I congratulate the committee
on accepting his amendment which
moves us in the direction of a Govern-
ment-wide eomprehensive program for
establishing codes of public ethics for
like-situated public officials, whether in
the judicial branch, the executive
branch, or the legislative branch. I think
the committee in developing this legis-
lation deserves to be commended for
taking a definite and important step in
the right direction. I shall vote for the
final produet even though it is not as
comprehensive as I had hoped it would be
and even though it contains the Yar-
borough amendment which I opposed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a long
letter I wrote to the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Stexnis] on the subject
of comprehensive coverage.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, D.C., July 1, 1967,
Senator JOHN STENNIS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Joun: In your capacity as Chairman
of our Select Senate Committee on Standards
and Conduect, I thought you might like to
see the enclosed item if it has not previously
come to your attention. This would seem to
me to Indicate that if campaign activities
are to be included in any proposed code of
ethics recommended by your group, perhaps
the subject of union contributions should
be included.

I recall your having stated at one time,
John, that both you and the Committee
would welcome suggestions from any of the
Senators as to how best you can serve the
purpose of the Senate In connection with
your responsibilities in dealing with the
many ramifications of ethical behavior on
the part of Senators and other public officials.
While passing along the enclosure, conse-
guently, I shall take this opportunity to add
a few thoughts of my own which I have
discussed with a number of our colleagues
and which I believe are worthy of the con-
sideration of your group.

(1) There has been some discussion among
Senators as to whether it would be best to
approach this problem piecemeal or to pro-
pose a rounded-out code of behavior and
ethics in one package. For what it is worth,
it is my firm conviction that it is much
better to do a systematic, complete, and de-
fensible job and to take time enough to pre-
sent the proposal in one piece rather than
to try to buy morality on the installment
plan.

(2) To that end, I believe that you should
have some preliminary consultations with
your counterparts who are confronted with
the same challenges and the same problems
on the House side of the Capitol. I am afraid
we would all suffer from public ridicule if
we came up in the end with one code of
ethics for Senators and a different code of
ethics for Members of the House. I think
each branch would suffer by odious eompari-
sons with the other which inevitably would
be made by those who like to hold the entire
Congress up to public scorn. Additionally, I
do not see how we, ourselves, could defend
a formula which provided one set of stand-
ards for the Senate and a different set of
standards for the House when dealing with
the problems of Congressional good behavior,
morality, and ethics. I think it is well worth
whatever additional time and effort would
be required to come up with a code which is

March 22, 1968

sound enough and defensible enough so that
it can be adopted jointly by both Houses of
the Congress.

(3) During the past several years, John, I
have given a lot of thought to the guestion
of public ethics and have discussed it in a
number of speeches around the countiry where
questions have been solicited and wvarious
viewpolnts sought. As a consequence, I have
come to the conclusion that what your Com-
mittee should really propose is an appropri-
ate code of proper behavior and ethics to be
made operative across the board wherever
there are public officials having policy-mak-
ing and decislon-making powers and respon-
sibilities. Personally, I reject, and I believe
I know you well enough to know that you
also reject, the concept that it 1s only the
legislative members of government who are
likely to sucecomb to temptation, who are
susceptible to wrong-doing, or who presum-
ably require a published code of ethics in
order that they can know right from wrong.
I, personally, want no part in publicly down-
grading the Legislative Branch of Govern-
ment any further than it has been reduced
in stature during the past two decades. Con-
sequently, I would favor making applicable
whatever recommendations for good behavior
or codes of ethics are evolved by our Con-
gressional Committees so that they apply
across the board to public officials having
comparable responsibilities and authorities,
whether in the Legislative, the Executive, or
the Judicial Branch of Government. In short,
I feel recommendations for standards of con-
duct on the part of public officials should
include Senators, Members of the House, ap-
pointees of the Executive department of a
cerfain salary grade and having policy-mak-
ing decislon power, and Federal Judges whose
modern decisions deal with so many areas
of social and economic problems that what-
ever it is that causes a public official to suc~
cumb to temptation in the Legisiative Branch
of Government can with equal probability
cause a Federal Judge to fall from grace or
a policy-making member of the Executive
Branch to succumb to temptation.

For example, John, I think it can be easily
be demonstrated that the likelihood of some
nefarious influence being exerted upon a
public official in order to secure personal
advantage, private benefits, unjustifiable
profits, or special privilege is much greater
in the area of the Executive and the Judi-
ciary than it Is in the Legislative Branch
of Government. In Congress, after all, an
outside influence has to be great enough and
comprehensive enough to seduce a compara-
tively large number of Congressmen or Sena-
tors if it is to be effective, since very seldom
in this legislative business does a single
Senator or a single Congressman have in-
fluence enough to determine the action of
his body or the course of history, even
should he succumb so completely to tempta-
tion or corruption that he is virtually “in
the pocket” of his seducer. On the other
hand, decisions by Executive boards and
commissions and by our Courts frequently
decided by a five-to-four margin where “own-
ing a Judge" or “owning a Commissioner"
could prove much more profitable to some
corrupter of the public good or some seducer
seeking private gain than would be true in
the “owning of a Congressman" or the “own-
ing of a Senator.”

Decisions involving tens of milllons and
sometimes hundreds of millions of dollars
are frequently made by our boards and com-
missions by the margin of a single vote. A re-
cent occasion is the second awarding of a
merger permit inveolving the American
Broadcasting Corporation, I have no feeling
whatsoever and no knowledge as to whether
this decision was good or bad or whether
or not it is in the public interest. However,
I do know that in each case it was a three-
to-two decision and that it was a decision in-
volving many millions of dollars of profit
and benefit to one corporate interest or an-
other in this country, depending upon which
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way the lssue was decided. I do not wish
to imply that there was any “skulduggery”
whatsoever in this decision, but I simply
allude to It to emphasize the importance
of including members of boards and com-
missions, as well as Federal Judges and
other policy and decision makers in the Ex-
ecutive Branch in any code of ethics which
is considered necessary for the protection of
the public against nefarious performances
by public officials holding and exercising
public trust.

In this connection, John, I close where I
began this discussion. I just do not believe
and, in fact, emphatically deny that mem-
bers of the Legislative Branch of Govern-
ment, either in the House or in the Senate,
are less ethical in their performance or more
susceptible to corruption or more likely to
engage In Improper practices than are peo-
ple with equally heavy decislon-making au-
thorities and policy-making powers in both
the Executive and Judicial Branches of
Government.

I believe this not only because I feel Mem-
bers of Congress on the whole “average up
very well indeed” with the callber of in-
dividuals appointed to Executive positions
of great power or to the Federal Judiciary
at the National and District levels but be-
cause Members of Congress operate in the
proverbial *“goldfish bowl” compared with
other decision- and policy-making officials.
Furthermore, each of us in every campaign
comes under a type of public scrutiny and
critical analysis of our record and behavior
which is entirely lacking as a check on the
activities of Federal Judges and of policy
and decision makers in the Executive De-
partments, Commisslons, and Agencies.
Therefore, if standards of conduct and sur-
veillance are necessary for the elected of-
ficlals of the Senate and the House who
regularly have their behavior and records in-
spected and approved or rejected by the pub-
lic as they are examined in campalgns, they
are necessarily more badly needed for public
officlals receiving their responsibilities
through appointment and never afterward
subjecting their records to public examina-
tion or approval.

Unless we are going to assume—which I
definitely am not—that people appointed to
Executive positions of authority or as Federal
Judges are congenitally “sainfs” and that
people elected to the House or the Senate
are congenitally “sinners,” I submit that by
every rule of logic and reason whatever “rules
of the game” are acceptable and adopted for
the members of our legislative bodies should
be simultaneously and similarly adopted for
decision makers and pollcy makers in the
Executive and Judicial Branches of our tri-
partite system of government. To do less
than this, it seems to me, would be for us
to convict the Congress as a whole in the
view of the public to a status which I simply
do not believe is justified in the light of his-
tory or was intended by our constitutional
founders.

Bince we in Congress legislate for the en-
tire governmental establishment, we have
the responsibility of including everybody in
the same pattern of performance or openly
acknowledging and proclaiming that we in
the Legislative Branch, alone, are so sadly
lacking in the conviction that a public office
is a public trust that we must provide for
ourselves—to the exclusion of others—what-
ever safeguards are involved in the estab-
lishment of a special code of ethies for our
National Legislators, Neither the Executive
nor the Judiciary have the power to legislate
ethical codes for themselves, so I seriously
commend to you the proposition that in
whatever action we take, we include members
of like responsibility and authority in the
same pattern of conduct and performance,
regardless of which of the three Branches
of Government happens to be their point of
service,
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I shall appreciate receiving your reactions
to these observations.
With best wishes and kindest personal re-
gards, I am
Cordially yours,
. Earr E. MUNDT,
U.S. Senator.

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, June
23, 1967]
STEAMFITTERS

In 1964 President Johnson, in a move which
he can scarcely contemplate with pride, com-
muted the sentence for extortion of Lawrence
L. Callanan, boss of the smelly Steamfitter
Local No. 562. This enabled Callanan to re-
sume his active domination of union affairs.

It is now revealed In The Globe-Democrat
that this same union contributed the stag-
gering sum of $52.000, so far as is presently
known, to Mr. Johnson's presidential cam-
palgn that year.

The steamfitters also contributed $10,000
to the campaign of Robert F. Kennedy for
the . . . Senate. Any application for com-
mutation or pardon must have the approval
of the Attorney General.

The LBJ-Bobby-Callanan case cries aloud
for explanation. . . .

It is a frightening thing for there to be
suspicions that favors can be bought, yet
these suspicions ... will continue to exist
until the Congress . . . a law which
places union contributions ... under the
same prohibitions which relate to corpora-
tions and individuals.

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr,
President, will the Senafor yield for 1
minute?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I have an amendment at the
desk and perhaps this discussion will
make it unnecessary for me to offer it.

The disclosure provisions for members
of our staff and the committee staffs, I
have discovered, would put a very heavy
financial burden on the staff members in
order to be absolutely confident that they
had fully complied. I have been counseled
by a leading law firm in Washington
that this confidence can only be arrived
at after legal counsel, accountants, and
appraisers have been consulted on the
financial and property situation of the
staff member.

This is really one of the most promi-
nent law firms. Its senior partner has
advised me that in the most simple case
the fee would probably come to in excess
of $250.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. STENNIS, I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, if a staff member had a more
complicated situation the fees for ac-
countants, lawyers, and appraisers
might run well beyond that figure.

The amendment I have at the desk
would provide for reimbursement. This
could be a real reduction in pay for our
staff members. We are fortunate, in-
deed, to have good staff members and I
think all Senators will agree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may proceed for 1 additional minute.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, we are thankful we can hold
our staffl members as long as we can.
This will be an additional discourage-
ment. The amendment I would have of-
fered would have provided for the actual
‘bills for these professional services to be
paid out of the contingency fund of the
Senate.

I have discussed this matter with the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi,
who has done such an excellent job here.
I believe that down the road we have
some kind of accommodation for this
difficult problem.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. President, the Senator mentioned
this matter to me a few minutes ago. I
thank the Senator for not pressing his
amendment at this time. I told him we
would have to have considerable facts in
this matter, and that we would go into
it with him and try to arrive at some
solution if the committee recommended
it; perhaps some proviso on one of the
appropriation bills.

I thank the Senator for accepting that
as a temporary answer on his amend-
ment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 3 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon for 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro-
duced my first full disclosure bill in 1946.
I have introduced it yearly ever since.

I regret that this resolution falls far
short of being a full disclosure resolution.
The American people are entitled to have
full disclosure of all the sources of income
of any Member of Congress and also of
the top members of the executive branch
of Government. It is regrettable that we
have not done so in this resolution.

Mr. President, the resolution has other
weaknesses. We have not eliminated all
aspects of the “slush” fund out of this
bill. I think that is a great mistake.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend until there is order in
the Chamber. The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Oregon may proceed.

Mr, MORSE. Mr, President, much can
be said for voting against the resolution.
On the other hand, we cannot deny the
fact that there is some good in it and
I hope that the adoption of the resolu-
tion will not cause us to cease efforts to
really adopt a true ethics bill in the
Senate, which I do not consider this
resolution to be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

Mr, STENNIS, Mr. President, I yield 1
additional minute to the Senator from
Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
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ator from Oregon is recognized for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
vote for the resolution but I am going
to continue to introduce not only the full
diselosure bill I have introduced this year,
but I shall now add to it. I am sure we
can correct the great mistake we are
making today in agreeing to this res-
olution.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena-
tors yield back their remaining time?

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the resolution. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. InoUYE], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. LonNG], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymincTON] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. BayH], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BRewsTER], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CuaurcHI, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ErviN],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLrLaNDp],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Horrmwes1, the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jackson], the Senator from
New York [Mr. Kennepy], the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Lauvscrel, the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCartHY], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc-
InTyYRE], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskig], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastore], the Senator from Ala-
bamsa [Mr. SeareMman], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Taimance]l, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typings], the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Youwcl, and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senatfor from Indiana [Mr.
BavH], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannvownl, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrurcH], the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ErLLENDER], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLLaND], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLrings], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INnouYEl, the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Jack-
son], the Senator from New York [Mr.
KEenNeDY], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lavscreel, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr, Lone], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, McCarTHY], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. McINTYRE], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Muskie], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTore], the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusserLL], the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. SparkMan], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMmINGTON],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaL-
mapGE], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
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Typings]l, and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Youna] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel, the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Fanninl, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Harrierpl, the Senators
from Nebraska [Mr. HrRuska and Mr,
Curtis]l, the Senator from California
[Mr. KucHEL], and the Senator from Il-
linois [Mr. PErcY] are necessarily ab-
sent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. BrRookkel, the
Senators from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA
and Mr. Curtis], the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr, Dominick], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr, FanNIN], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Hatriernl, the Senator
from California [Mr., KucHeL], and the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. PErcy] would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 67,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 75 Leg.]
YEAS—6T
Allott Hansen Morton
Anderson Harris Mundt
Baker Hart Murphy
Bartlett Hartke Nelson
Bennett Hayden Pearson
Bible Hickenlooper Pell
Hin Prouty

Burdick Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Byrd, W. Va Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Carlson Eennedy, Mass. Scott
Case Long, La. Smathers
Clark Magnuson Smith
Cooper Mansfield Spong
Cotton McClellan Stennis
Dirksen McGee Thurmond

d McGovern Tower
Eastland Metcalf Willlams, N.J.

g Miller Williams, Del.
Fulbright Mondale Yarborough
Gore Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Griffin Montoya
Gruening Morse

NAYS—1
Alken
NOT VOTING—32

Bayh Holland Moss
Brewster Hollings Muskie
Brooke Hruska Pastore
Cannon Inouye Percy
Church Jackson Russell
Curtis Kennedy, N.Y. Sparkman
Dominick Euchel Symington
Ellender Lausche Talmadge
Ervin Long, Mo. Tydings
Fannin MecCarthy Young, Ohio
Hatfield McIntyre

So the resolution (S. Res. 266), as
amended, was agreed to, as follows:
S. REs. 266

Resolved, It is declared to be the policy
of the Senate that—

(a) The ideal concept of public office, ex-
pressed by the words, “A public office is a
public trust”, signifies that the officer has
been entrusted with public power by the
people; that the officer holds this power in
trust to be used only for their benefit and
never for the benefit of himself or of a few;
and that the officer must never conduct his
own affairs so as to infringe on the public
interest. All officlal conduct of Members of
the Senate should be guided by this para-
mount concept of public office.

(b) These rules, as the written expression
of certain standards of conduct, complement
the body of unwritten but generally accepted
standards that continue to apply to the Sen-
ate.

Sec. 2. The Standing Rules of the Senate
are amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new rules:
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“RULE XILI1

“OUTSIDE BUSINESS, OR PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITY
OR EMPLOYMENT BY OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES
“1., No officer or employee whose salary is

paid by the Senate may engage in any busi-

ness, or professional activity or employment
for compensation unless—

“(a) the activity or employment is not
inconsistent nor in conifliet with the con-
scientious performance of his official duties;
and

“(b) he has reported in writing when this
rule takes effect or when his office or em-
ployment starts and on the 15th day of May
in each year thereafter the nature of any
personal service activity or employment to
his supervisor. The supervisor shall then,
in the discharge of his duties, take such ac-
tion as he considers necessary for the avoid-
ance of confilct of interest or interference
with duties to the Senate.

“2, For the purpose of this rule—

“(a) a Senator or the Vice President is the
supervisor of his administrative, clerical, or
other assistants;

“(b) a Senator who is the chalrman of a
committee is the supervisor of the profes-
sional, clerical, or other assistants te the
committee except that minority staff mem-
bers shall be under the supervision of the
ranking minority Senator on the committee;

“(e) a Senator who is a chairman of a
subcommittee which has its own staff and
financial authorization is the supervisor of
the professional, clerical, or other assistants
to the subcommittee except that minority
staff members shall be under the supervision
of the ranking minority Senator on the sub-
committee;

“(d) the President pro tem is the supervisor
of the Secretary of the Senate, Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper, the Chaplain, and the
employees of the Office of the Legislative
Counsel;

‘“(e) the Secretary of the Senate is the
supervisor of the employees of his office;

“{f) the Sergeant at Arms and Door
is the supervisor of the employees of his
office;

{g) the Majority and Minority Leaders
and the Majority and Minority Whips are the
supervisors of the research, clerical, or other
assistants assigned to their respective offices;

“(h) the Majority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Majority. The Secre-
tary for the Majority is the supervisor of the
employees of his office; and

“{1) the Minority Leader is the supervisor
of the Secretary for the Minority. The Secre-
tary for the Minority is the supervisor of the
employees of his office. .

“3. This rule shall take effect ninety days
after adoption.

“RULE XLII
“CONTRIBUTIONS

“1. A Senator or person who has declared
or otherwise made known his intention to
seek nomination or election, or who has filed
papers or petitions for nominations or elec-
tion, or on whose behalf a declaration, or
nominating paper or petition has been made
or filed, or who has otherwise, directly or in-
directly, manifested his intention to seek
nomination or election, pursuant to State
law, to the office of United States Senator,
may accept a contribution from—

“(a) a fundraising event organized and
held primarily in his behalf, provided—

“(1) he has expressly given his approval of
the fundraising event to the sponsors before
any funds were raised; and

“(2) he receives a complete and accurate
accounting of the sourece, amounts, and dis-
position of the funds raised; or

“{b) an Individual or an organigation, pro-
vided the Senator makes a complete and ac-
curate accounting of the source, amount, and
disposition of the funds recelved; or

“(e) his political party when such contribu-
tions were from a fund-raising event spon-
sored by his party, without giving his ex-
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press approval for such fund-ralsing event
when such fund-raising event is for the pur-
pose of providing contributions for candi-
dates of his party and such contributions
are reported by the Senator or candidate
for Senator as provided In paragraph (b).

2 The Senator may use the contribution
only to influence his nomination for election,
or his election, and shall not use, directly
or indirectly, any part of any contribution
for any other purpose, except as otherwise
provided herein.

“3. Nothing in this rule shall preclude the
use of contributions to defray expenses for
travel to and from each Senator’s home
Btate; for printing and other expenses in
connection with the mailing of speeches,
newsletters and reports to a Senator's con-
stituents; for expenses of radio, television
and news media methods of reporting to a
Senator's constituents; for telephone, tele-
graph, postage and stationery expenses in
excess of allowance; and for newspaper sub-
scriptions from his home State.

*“4, All gifts in the aggregate amount or
value of §50 or more received by a Senator
from any single source during a year, except
a gift from his spouse, child, or parent, and
except a contribution under sections 1 and 2,
shall be reported under rule XLIV.

“56. This rule shall take effect ninety days
after adoption,

“RULE XTIIT
“POLITICAL FUND ACTIVITY BY OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYEES

“1. No officer or employee whose salary is
pald by the Senate may recelve, solicit, be
the custodian of, or distribute any funds in
connection with any campaign for the nomi-
nation for election, or the election of any
individual to be a Member of the Senate or
to any other Federal office. This prohibition
does not apply to any assistant to a Senator
who has been designated by that Senator to
perform any of the functions described in
the first sentence of this paragraph and who
is compensated at a rate in excess of $10,000
per annum if such designation has been
made in writing and filed with the Secretary
of the Senate. The Secretary of the Senate
shall make the designation avallable for pub-
lic inspection.

“2. This rule shall take effect sixty days
after adoption.

“RULE XLIV
“DISCLOSURE OF FINANCIAL INTERESTS

*1. Each Senator or person who has de-
clared or otherwise made known his inten-
tion to seek nomination or election, or who
has filed papers or petitions for nomination
or election, or on whnse behalf a declaration
or nominating papiur or petition has been
made or filed, or who has directly
or indirectly, manifested his intention to
seek nomination or election, pursuant to
State law, to the office of United States Sen-
ator, and each officer or employee of the
Senate who is compensated at a rate in ex-
cess of $15,000 a year, shall file with the
Comptroller General of the United States, in
a sealed envelope marked ‘Confidential Per-
sonal Financial Disclosure of ... _____

(Name)
__________ *. before the 15th day of May in
each year, the following reports of his per-
sonal financial interests:

“({a) a copy of the returns of taxes, dec-
larations, statements, or other documents
which he, or he and his spouse jointly, made
for the preceding year in compliance with
the income tax provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code;

“(b) the amount or value and source of
each fee or compensation of $1,000 or more
recelved by him during the preceding year
from a client; and

“(c) the name and address of each busi-
ness or professional corporatiom, firm, or
enterprise in which he was an officer, direc~
tor, partner, proprietor, or employee who
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received compensation during the preceding
year and the amount of such compensation;

“(d) the identity of each interest in real
or personal property having a value of $10,~
000 or more which he owned at any time
during the preceding year;

“(e) the identity of each trust or other
fiduciary relation in which he held a bene-
ficial interest having a value of $10,000 or
more, and the identity if known of each in-
terest of the trust or other fiduclary rela-
tion in real or personal property in which
the Senator, officer, or employee held a bene-
fleial interest having a value of $10,000 or
more, at any time during the preceding year.
If he cannot obtain the ldentity of the fidu~
ciary interests, the Senator, officer, or em-
ployee shall request the fidu to report
that information to the Comptroller General
in the same manner that reports are filed
under this rule;

*(f) the identity of each liability of $5,000
or more owed by him, or by him and his
spouse jointly, at any time during the pre-
ceding year; and

“(g) the source and value of all gifts in
the aggregate amount or value of §50 or
more from any single source received by him
during the preceding year.

2, Except as otherwise provided by this
section, all papers filed under section 1 of
this rule shall be kept by the Comptroller
General for not less than seven years, and
while so kept shall remain sealed. Upon re-
ceipt of a resolution of the Select Commit-
tee on Standards and Conduect, adopted by
a recorded majority vote of the full commit-
tee, requesting the transmission to the com-
mittee of any of the reports filed by any in-
dividual under section 1 of this rule, the
Comptroller General shall transmit to the
committee the envelopes contalning such
reports. Within a reasonable time after such
recorded vote has been taken, the individual
concerned shall be informed of the vote to
examine and audit, and shall be advised of
the nature and scope of such examination.
When any sealed envelope econtaining any
such report is received by the committee,
such envelope may be opened and the con-
tents thereof may be examined only by mem-
bers of the committee in executive session.
If, upon such examination, the committee
determines that further eonsideration by the
committee is warranted and is within the
Jjurisdiction of the committee, it may make
the contents of any such envelope available
for any use by any member of the commit-
tee, or any member of the staff of the com-
mittee, which is required for the discharge
of his official duties, The committee may
receive the papers as evidence, after giving
to the individual concerned due notice and
opportunity for hearing in a closed session.
The Comptroller General shall report to the
Select Committee on Standards and Conduct
not later than the 1st day of June in each
year the names of Senators, officers and em-
ployees who have filed a report. Any paper
which has been filed with the Comptroller
General for longer than seven years, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this section,
shall be returned to the Individual con-
cerned or his legal representative. In the
event of the death or termination of service
of a Member of the Senate, an officer or em-
ployee, such papers shall be returned un-
opened to such individual, or to the surviv-
ing spouse or legal representative of such
individual within one year of such death or
termination of service.

“(3) Each Senator or person who has de-
clared or otherwise made known his inten-
tion to seek momination or election, or who
has filed papers or petitions for nomination
or election, or on whose behalf a declaration
or nominating paper or petition has been
made or filed, or who has otherwise, directly
or indirectly, manifested his intention teo
seek nomination or eleetion, pursuant to
State law, to the office of United States Sen-
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ator, and each officer or employee of the
Senate who ls compensated at a rate In ex-
cess of $15,000 a year, shall file with the Sec-
retary of the Senate, before the 15th day of
May in each year, the following reports of
his personal financial interests:

“(a) the aceounting required by rule XLII
for all contributions received by him during
the preceding year, except that contributions
in the aggregate amount or value of less
than $50 received from any single source
during the reporting perlod may be totaled
without further itemization; and

“(b) the amount or value and source of
each honorarium of $300 or more received
by him during the preceding year,

“4. All papers filed under section 3 of this
rule shall be kept by the Secretary of the
Senate for not less than three years and
shall be made avaiflable promptly for publc
inspection and copying.

“5. This rule shall take effect on July 1,
1968. No reports shall be filed for any period
before office or employment was held with
the Senate, or during a period of office or
employment with the Senate of less than
ninety days in a year; except that the Sen-
ator, or officer or employee of the Senate,
may file a copy of the return of taxes for
the year 1968, or a report of substantially
eqguivalent information for only the efective
part of the year 1968."

Sec. 3. It is the sense of the Senate that
appropriate action be taken with respect
to the requirements imposed by this resolu-
tion upon Members and officers and employees
of the Semate for the purpose of Imposing
uniform requirements upon all Members and
officers and employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives, all officers and employees of
the executive branch of the Government, in-
cluding members of the Armed Forces, and
all officers and employees of the Judiecial
branch of the Government.

AUTHORITY FOR SECRETARY OF THE SENATE TO

MAKE TECHNICAL CHANGES IN RESOLUTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary
of the Senate be instrueted to make cer-
tain technical changes in the engross-
ment of Senate Resolution 266, which
was just agreed fo.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
passage of this resolution repmts
an outstanding event in the annals of
the U.S. Senate. The select committee
responsible for formulating proposed
standards for senatorial eonduct has
performed a magnificent service not only
to this body, but to the Nation. By adopt-
ing this uniform code of ethics, the Sen-
ate has defined clearly and unequivocally
the public trust that is the office of U.S.
Senator; it has agreed that the affairs
of one who holds that office are, to a
large extent, public affairs, and it has
set forth the standards required of those
who seek and obtain that office. Such an
achievement was the responsibility of
every Member, though particular recom-
mendation must go to the Senafor
from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis] and his
committee for the exemplary manner in
which they brought these proposals to
this Chamber for consideration. I need
hardly refer to the hard work and great
diligence applied by Senator STENNIS.
His strong advocacy and articulate ex-
planation assured the wide acceptance
of these proposals. As much as any Mem-
ber of this body he, in his own conduct,
has epitomized a standard to which all
of us over the years could, and have
aspired. I can think of no Senator better
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suited to perform such a task or better
able to assure the great acceptance re-
ceived by such a measure.

As the vice chairman of the select com-
mittee, the senior Senator from Utah
[Mr, BENNETT] performed a similarly
outstanding role. Like Senator STENNIS,
Senator BENNETT brought to the consid-
eration of these proposals his clarity of
thought, his extremely wise judgment,
and his articulate advocacy. And the re-
maining members of the committee de-
serve equally high commendation for
their strong efforts. The Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrONEY ], the Senator
from EKentucky [Mr. CoorEr], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY],
and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEAR-
soN] played similarly vital and indis-
pensable roles in providing a code of
ethics that could be endorsed so over-
whelmingly.

Our thanks also go to the Senators
who offered their own strong and sincere
views on this measure, supporting them
with proposed modifications and urging
them with clear and convincing argu-
ments. The Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark] is particularly to be com-
mended for his efforts as is the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. Cannon]. The able
and distinguished minority leader [Mr.
Dirksen] also provided amendments and
joined to assure swift and efficient action.

Other Senators also contributed im-
mensely. The senior Senator from New
York [Mr. JaviTs] and the Senators from
Texas [Mr. YarsoroucH] and Connecti-
cut [Mr. Dobp] certainly aided the Sen-
ate’s disposition of the measure as did the
Senators from Iowa [Mr. MiLLEr] and
Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL].

This achievement today is truly mag-
nificent. All Members of the Senate may
be proud.

MILITARY RETIRED PAY

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, I want
also at this time to make note of a recom-
mendation made by the U.S. Veterans
Advisory Commission in its report made
publie this month.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, that excerpts from the Commission
report, wherein equalization of military
retired pay is recommended, be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpts were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

RECOMMENDATION NO. T4

The Commission recommends equalization
of military retired pay.

Background to recommendation

Retired members of the uniformed services
have suffered a loss in their earned compen=-
sation due to the action of Congress in 1958
of suspending, and later abandoning, the di-
rect relationship between retired pay and
current active duty rates. As a result, mili-

retirees of the same rank, who have
served exactly the same length of time, en-
during equivalent hardships and dangers,
now draw elght different rates of pay. The
difference is not related to rank or length
of service but solely to date of retirement.

The Commission believes that elimination
of this growing inequity would do much to
reestablish the good faith of the Government
in out its moral obligations. This
action would also create confidence among
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current active duty servicemen that their
earned rights would not also be swept away
after completion of their service.

Therefore, the Commission recommends
that a request be made to the Secretary of
Defense to initiate and lend his support to
a legislative proposal for basing the compu-
tation of military retirement pay on current
active duty pay rates.

EXCISE TAX RATES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpo]l, who has been waiting
patiently all day, will allow me, I would
like to lay before the Senate some new
business.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate turn to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 995, HR. 15414, I
do this so that the bill will become the
pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecrstaTive CLERK. A bill (H.R.
15414) to continue the existing excise tax
rates on communication services and on
automobiles, and to apply more generally
the provisions relating to payments of
estimated tax by corporations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance with amendments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, there will
be no discussion of the extension of the
excise tax measure this evening.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in aédjournment until 12 o’clock Monday
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXCISE TAX RATES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 15414) to continue the
existing excise tax rates on communica-
tions services and on automobiles, and to
apply more generally the provisions re-
lating to payments of estimated tax by
corporations.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, it is
my understanding that on Monday the
day will be devoted to explanations of
the bill itself, not only as reported to the
Senate by the Finance Committee, but
also on the basis of a combination sub-
stitute which I believe will be offered by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Wirriams] this evening,
s0 it can become a part of the Recorp and
Members of the Senate will be able to
study this particular proposal, which I
hope will be a bipartisan one, over the
weekend.

I hope Senators will not take me too
literally when I say there will be no
votes on Monday, but there will be an
educational session which will do us a
lot of good and perhaps increase our IQ’s
in the field of taxes and finance.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an inquiry?

Mr, MAN . Yes.

Mr. MORSE. Will the majority leader
tell me whether or not the excise tax bill
that is going to be considered on Monday
includes a proposed amendment from the
Committee on Finance that seeks to cor-
rect what I am satisfied would be a gross
injustice. The amendment would set
aside what is reported as a contemplated
order by the Treasury Department in
connection with investments in many
States in industrial plants, whereby the
lfalctmds have heretofore had a tax bene-

I have made it as clear to the Treasury
Department as the English language will
make clear to a bureaucrat that the im-
position of the contemplated restriction
on those industrial bonds would do a
great injustice to my State and would
do a great injustice to other States which
have plans underway. It is a program
that has been in operation in some 41
States. This is the first time the benefit
would come to my State.

I hope the Treasury Department will
take a long look at this matter. I have
never been in better health or in better
voice, and I do not intend to let the
Treasury Department do this kind of
economic injustice to my State.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand the
answer is in the affirmative.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator from
Montana. It should be of great relief to
many States.

AMENDMENT NO. 662

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute for
the pending bill, and ask that it be made
the pending business. I am submitting it
on behalf of myself and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
parliamentary situation, does the Sena-
tor really request that it be received,
printed, and lie on the table?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Would it
be in order to offer the amendment as a
substitute?

I understand it would not be in order
until after the committee amendments
had been disposed of.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
not be in order until after action on the
committee amendments.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ask that
the amendment be printed and lie on
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
will lie on the table.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator state that the Senator from
Florida is a cosponsor of the amend-
ment?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. SmarHERs] and
myself.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I dislike
to ask the Senator from West Virginia
to yield to me, because he always shows



March 22, 1968

me courtesy, but will the Senator yield
to me for a brief statement in connee-
tion with the introduction of a bill?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

8. 3219—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
RELATING TO EQUITY FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES DISPLACED BY HIGH-
WAY CONSTRUCTION

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I infro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
provide reloeation payments to small
business concerns displaced by Federal-
aid highway projects, and for other pur-
poses

Some of the thorniest thickets in
American law and public administra-
tion are to be found under the heading,
“Eminent Domain,” Advancing eciviliza-
tion requires that private land be con-
demned for public uses and public pur-
poses. Justice requires that the owners
of land thus taken, often against the
wishes of the owners, receive fair com-
pensation. Commonsense would indicate
that “fair compensation” should be
synonymous with “full compensation.”
To fail to reimburse an owner or occu-
pant of land for all the expenses that he
incurs as a result of a forced relocation
would appear to shift to private pocket-
books some of the cost of public improve-
ments. The uninitiated might suppose
that this could not occur in a society
that thinks of itself as just. But it does.
Indeed, in our society, in which the exer-
cise of eminent domain is commonplace,
gaps—often very wide gaps—exist be-
tween the costs incurred by a displaced
family or business, as a direct result of
forced relocation, and the eompensation
received. The most that can be said for
our civilization, by way of extenua-
tion, is that recognition is growing,
gradually, that this commonplace prac-
tiee of shifting part of the costs of pub-
lic improvements to private landowners
is unfair, Both the States and the Fed-
eral Government have been nibbling
away at the problem over a considerable
number of years by numerous piecemeal
statutory improvements. The bill that I
introduce today is another such nibble.

Under present law, a business firm that
is displaced by a federally aided highway
construction project is entitled to reim-
bursement of moving expenses up to
$3,000. If a business’s expenses are more
than $3,000, that is just too bad. The busi-
ness is expected and required, under
present law, to bear that cost itself. It is,
in effect, forced to subsidize the highway
to that extent.

A similar situation once obtained with
respect to businesses displaced by urban
renewal and public housing projects.
Congress eventually removed the statu-
tory ceiling on the amount of moving
costs that could be reimbursed as a part
of the project cost. However, an adminis-
trative ceiling of $25,000 was sub-
sequently imposed by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
that ceiling still stands. Nevertheless, the
gap between the $3,000 statutory ceiling
that applies to reimbursement of the
moving costs of highway-displaced busi-
nesses and the $25,000 administrative
ceiling that applies to the moving costs of
urban renewal-displaced businesses is
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one of the more manifest of the absurd
inequities that still exist in our real prop-
erty condemnation law and policy.

Incidentally, neither class of displaced
businesses can obtain any reimbursement
whatever for loss of business goodwill and
lost income resulting from the forced
move.

The purpose of the bill that I introduce
today, most simply stated, is to do the
same thing for highway-displaced busi-
nesses that the Congress has previously
done for urban-renewal-displaced busi-
nesses: to provide for full reimbursement
of actual moving costs, with no statutory
ceiling whatever. This benefit is limited
to small businesses, as defined by the
Small Business Act. The reason for so
limiting the improvement in treatment
of displaced businesses is based, to be
candid, on political pragmatism rather
than abstract justice. In abstract justice,
there is no reason whatever why the size
of the business should have anything to
do with whether it receives full reim-
bursement for its forced-moving costs.
But we all know that justice must some-
times come step by step, to most hard-
pressed classes, one class at a time, and
we all know that small businesses are one
of the most appealing and deserving of
sueh classes. Therefore, my bill is limited
to small businesses; but I should be one
of the first to applaud if the legislative
committee to which the bill is referred
were to decide to make it applicable to
all businesses.

My bill also goes a step further and
provides for reimbursement to highway-
displaced small businesses of some of the
losses they experience in the area of
goodwill and income during a shutdown
period resulting from the move. It estab-
lishes a loss-of-business allowance equal
to the difference between the average
annual net earnings for the 3 years pre-
ceding the move and the year following
the move.

While the immediate impetus for this
bill comes from an ad hoc organization
of businesses in my State now facing dis-
placement by the construction of Inter-
state Highway 205, an organization
called Freeway Ousted Businesses, the
problem in its broader aspects has been
a source of study and concern by the
Senate Small Business Committee, on
which I am proud to serve, for many
years.

Mr. President, I send my bill to the desk,
for appropriate reference, and I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp at this point the text of
my bill and, immediately following the
bill, two further documents. The first is a
letter to me, dated February 20, 1968,
from Mr. Roy Anderson, the president of
Freeway Ousted Businesses. The letter
sets forth that organization’s views on
the nature of the legislative relief re-
quired, if economic justice is to be ob-
tained by its members. The second doc-
ument I ask to insert is a memorandum
prepared for me by the associate general
counsel of the Senate Small Business
Committee. It sets forth the references to
this great problem area, the impact of
eminent domain on small business, that
have occurred over a period of several
years in the annual reports of the com-
mittee. This should be of some assistance,
I believe, to the legislative committee in
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its consideration of my bill. I commend
to that committee and its professional
staff the view that has been expressed,
repeatedly and forcefully by a unani-
mous Small Business Committee, that
the Congress has before it a large un-
finished job: to amend our Federal laws
to provide that the public, not private
businesses, bear the cost of public im-
provements.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, in ae-
cordance with the request of the Senator
from Oregon, the bill and the several
documents to which the Senator has re-
ferred will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (8. 3219) to provide relocation
payments to small business concerns dis-
placed by Federal-aid highway projects,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Morse, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Public Works, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

5. 3219

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Small Business Reloca-
tion Assistance Act”.

Sec. 2. (a) Subsections (a) and (b) of
section 133 of title 23, United States Code,
are amended to read as follows:

“(a) Asused in this section—

“(1) the term ‘eligible person’ means any
individual, family, business concern (ineclud-
ing the operation of a farm and nonprofit
organization) to be displaced by construc-
tion of a project; and

“(2) the term ‘small business concern’
means an entity defined by section 3 of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632) and
within criteria established by the Secretary;
and if an entity qualifies as a small business
concern under this clause, and a branch or
part of such concern is to be dislocated, such
branch or part shall be considered as a small
business concern.

“(b) The Secretary, prior to his approval
of any project under 106 of this title for
right-of-way acquisition or actual construc-
tion, shall require the State highway depart-
ment—

"“(1) to give satisfactory assurance that
relocation advisory assistance shall be pro-
vided for the relocation of families displaced
by acquisition or clearance of rights-of-way
for any Federal-ald highway; and

*(2) to give small business concerns at
least six months in which to move after
notification to such concerns that their busi-
nesses will be displaced due to the acquisi-
tion of real property required for a Federal-
ald highway project.”.

(b) Section 133 of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking out subsection
(e} and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing subsections:

“(e) (1) In leu of the relocation pay-
ments authorized by subsections (c) and
(d) of this section, the Secretary shall ap-
prove, as a part of the cost of construction
of a project on any of the Federal-aid high-
way systems, such relocation payments as
may be made by a State highway depart-
ment, or a local public ageney acting as an
agent for the State highway department for
this purpose, to a small business concern for
all reasonable and necessary expenses and
losses caused by its displacement from real
property acquired for such project, includ-
ing—

E(A) moving expenses, as long as such
displaced concern does not move outside the
State in which it was located prior to such
displacement; and

“(B) a loss-of-business allowance equal to
the difference between the average annual
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net earnings for the three years preceding
the year in which such concern moves or
discontinues operation and the annual net
earnings, if any, for the year following the
year in which such concern moves or dis-
continues operation.

“(2) The BSecretary shall not require a
State to pay relocation payments under this
subsection where not authorized by State
law.

“(f) This section shall apply only with
respect to projects approved under section
106 of this title after October 23, 1962, ex-
cept that the amendments made to this sec-
tion by section 2 of the Small Business Re-
location Assistance Act shall apply to proj-
ects submitted to the Secretary of Trans-
portation for approval under section 106 of
this title and which the Secretary has not
approved prior to the date of enactment of
such Act.”.

The documents, presented by Mr.

MorsE, are as follows:
FREEWAY OUSTED BUSINESSES,
Portland, Oreg., January 20, 1968.
Hon. WAYNE MoRsE,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR MoRse: Since the time you
s0 kindly and helpfully met with us in regard
to the displacement of our businesses by
I-206 we have met several times to make
suggestions regarding such legislation. Rep-
resentative Howard Willits has been assisting
us as you know. We hope you also will enter
a bill to help us.

Our thinking is as follows: Since each
businessman is being forced to move by the
general public to meet the rapid transporta-
tion needs of the community it would seem
that every effort should be made to com-
pensate him, not only for his gross incon-
venience but as equitably as possible, for his
business losses. Similar displacements by ur-
ban renewal report a business discontinuance
up to 33%. This is patently unfair. Most of
these are small businessmen and should not
be required to shoulder these losses by them-
selves. They are being sacrificed on the altar
of progress, for the benefit of transportation.
For the most part they are without much
capital, borrowing power or other financial
protection. They belleve in free enterprise
but this is much too big for them. Many of
them will go bankrupt or simply quit if this
wrong is not righted. Moving expenses alone
don’'t even begin to solve the problem. In
most cases it s but a token.

Some of the ideas developed in our recent
meetings which we would like to see incor-
porated in your bill are as follows: There
should be compensation for losses due to loss
of clientele caused by being forced to leave
an established place of business, the cost of
printing of different stationery, changing
addresses on brochures or other advertising
media, changes of telephone and advertising,
the business being actually closed down tem-
porarily during the moving and reinstalla-
tion period, time and expense of locating a
new business site, changes in zone require-
ments (possibly greatly increased parking
requirements) sometimes resulting in great-
ly increased costs, possibly new lighting and
plumbing fixtures when the old ones would
have been sufficient, probably greatly in-
creased rent, necessity to remodel new lo-
cation, and increased cost of insurance.

Most businesses would lose much if they
could not be in the same general area, on
the same street or on the same side of the
street.

One loss which may not be directly com-
pensable, but is nonetheless quite real, is
that of illness, mental strain, worry, possibly
physical and mental breakdown due to un-
certainty of the future of the business. At
least one of our members is now suffering
this experience.

We feel that we should have the oppor-
tunity to do the moving ourselves (with pay
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of course and after competitive bidding),
that there should be sufficient time (at least
six months) to relocate after the purchase of
the old property, that there be no maximum
on the compensation for moving (so long as
it is within the state), or the loss of business.

We believe losses by businesses should be
compensated for even if the business is a
branch, We think the average business of the
three years prior to the reception of the offi-
cial notice to vacate should be used as a basis
for determining the losses. Long term, low
cost loans should be made avallable to dis-
placed businesses. These are disaster areas, in
every sense of the word, to these small busi-
nesses and they should be treated as such.
Such loans would help greatly.

It is not our hope or intention that we
will actually gain from this dislocation. We
do strongly feel, however, that none of us
should be brankrupted or suffer great loss as
now clearly appears to be in the picture,

We feel that some formulae can be de-
veloped by competent accountants to fit each
case so that businesses all over the United
States displaced by the ever increasing num-
ber of freeways will recelve justice at the
hands of their fellow citizens,

We will appreclate your invaluable aid in
helping us.

Sincerely,
RoOY ANDERSON,
President, Freeway Ousted Businesses.
MemoraNDUM: U.S. SENATE, SELECT CoMMIT-

TEE ON SMALL Business, MarcH 12, 1968

To: The Honorable Wayne Morse, Chalrman
Subcommittee on Retalling, Distribution,
and Marketing Practices.

From: Raymond D. Watts, Associate General
Counsel,

Subject: “Impact of Eminent Domain on
Small Business.”

The subject of “‘the impact of eminent do-
main on small business” has been discussed
in the following annual reports of the Senate
Small Business Committee:

Tenth Annual Report, S. Rept. 1044, 86th
Cong,, 2d sess,, pp. 51-52 (1960) .

Eleventh Annual Report, 8. Rept. 51, 8Tth
Cong., 1st sess., pp. 41-42 (1961).

Twelfth Annual Report, 8. Rept. 1491, 87th
Cong., 2d sess., pp. 46-47 (1962).

Thirteenth Annual Report, S. Rept. 104,
88th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 8-9 (1963).

Fourteenth Annual Report, 8. Rept. 1180,
88th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 20-21 (1964).

Fifteenth Annual Report, 8. Rept. 635, 80th
Cong., 1st sess., pp. 61-62 (1965).

Sixteenth Annual Report, S. Rept. 1349,
89th Cong., 2d sess., pp, 38, 41 (1066).

The excerpts cited from the several annual
reports discuss numerous statutory enact-
ments and amendments, as well as program
administration under existing law, relating
to treatment of displaced small business con-
cerns.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator from
West Virginia for yielding.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is welcome,

DEDICATION OF SIOUX EMPIRE
COLLEGE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
address of the distinguished Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MiLLEr] on the occasion
of the dedication of Sioux Empire College
on February 17, 1968, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

AppreEss BY U.S, SENATOR JACK MILLER,

REPUBLICAN OF Iowa

You and I are witnessing changes today
which would have virtually staggered the
imagination a few years ago.

March 22, 1968

Nowhere is this more true than In the
fleld of higher education. There are three
major reasons:

First is the increasing number of younger
people. The Commerce Department’s Census
Bureau this week released the results of its
survey of United States population growth
and change since the 1960 census. Nearly 30
percent of our population of 200 million at
the end of 1967 was under the age of 15, and
47 percent was under 25!

According to the Office of Education, there
are nearly 4,900,000 full-time students en-
roled at 2,382 colleges and universities dur-
ing the present academic year—an increase
of 30 percent over last year,

Second, is the increasing emphasis on the
role of the federal government in sharing the
burden of meeting the educational require-
ments of our mushrooming college-age popu-
lation. Commencing with the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1968 and other bills which ac-
companied it, and running through the
Higher Education Act of 19656 and the “G.I.
Bill of Rights”, both private and public
institutions of higher learning and their
students are benefitting substantially from
federal programs designed to help meet the
needs of society for more and better educated
people.

Current fiscal year federal expenditures in
various higher education programs, includ-
ing loans and grants for construction of
housing and facilities, student loans, fel-
lowships, scholarships and research will
amount to nearly $4.4 billion.

Third, is the popularization of the idea
of universal higher education. There is
a lack of agreement over the meaning of
this concept. To some, it conjures up
thoughts of compulsory higher education.
To others, it stands for voluntary higher
education for anyone—regardless of dili-
gence or aptitude. To most, I suppose, it
means higher education available to all who
can benefit from it and who wish to make
the effort, As the education writer for the
New York Times put it on March 20, 1966,
‘““There exists between the . . . definitions a
huge gap." Whatever the definition, it 1s ob-
vious that there is strong public opinion
that education beyond high school is a
necessity for most of our young people.
Frank H. Bowles, Director of the Ford Foun-
dation’s Education Pr and former
President of the College Entrance Examin-
ation Board, put it this way: “I do not think
anyone can challenge seriously a prediction
of school for everyone from age 3 to age 20
as a general pattern by 1980."

Educators and public officials who observe
these changes, and who note that one-third
of the total college and university enroll-
ment is concentrated in 30 or so of the 2,382
colleges and universitles, are concerned
about the place of the private college in the
future of higher education in this country.
Quite obviously, the Congress shares this
concern and belleves there is a place—that
& balance is needed, and that is why the
higher education bills of recent years have
included assistance to private colleges and
their students, granted that certain restrie-
tions were legislated to satisfy the church-
state problem.

There is general agreement that we need
both private and public institutions of
higher learning. This agreement is not the
result of recognizing that, in the present
state of affairs, 1t would be lmpossible for
the public institutions to do the job. If pub-
lic opinion so dictated, it would only be a
matter of years when private institutions
would be overcome with economic realities
and forced to go “public”. However, public
opinion is not so inclined, and for the very
good reason that our American society bene-
fits from the balance that has been pro-
vided. Freedom of cholce of education is part
of our heritage, although somewhat cur-
tailled by economic pressures; and the re-
sponsibility of the Congress, the state legis-
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latures, the foundations, alumni assocla-
tions, and other sources of funds is to re-
lieve these economic pressures so that free-
dom of choice will be a reality for a large
share of our student population.

Having had the privilege of attending both
private and public institutions of higher
learning, I can vouch for the fact that each
has something to offer which may not be
found in the other. To some students, the
pluses afforded by the private colleges are
decisive. To others, the pluses avallable at
the public institutions are compelling. It
would Indeed be a tragedy if no choice were
presented.

Although there has been much done at
the federal level, no one belleves that we
have yet done much more than begin to feel
our national way to what should be done.
Scholarships will be provided to children
of poor families. Loans will help them, too,
and also the children of lower and low-
middle income groups. The foregiveness
features of these loans will, for the time be-
ing, benefit only those who enter the teach-
ing profession; but it is likely that other
professions (medical) will be encouraged by
broadening the forgiveness features as rela-
tive priorities become more pronounced.
There is still no answer (from the federal
government) to the increasing pressure on
middle income groups, although many of
us believe that a tax credit approach is a
step in the right direction. Demands of the
war in Vietnam will clearly slow-down de-
velopments and appropriations in this evolv-
ing program of federal activity, But sooner
or later, there will be a demand from public
opinion (and Congress will respond) for a
better, more realistic, and more integrated
national program of federal ald to higher
education.

Underlying these future developments will
be, I think, a continuation of the policy to
avoid federal controls over the curricula
and operations of our institutions of higher
learning. When one realizes that about one-
fourth of the overall cost of higher educa-
tion is provided by the federal government,
it would seem that when our defense com-
mitments permit, a larger share can be borne
without danger of federal controls.

As the principle of universal education
has its impact on our campuses, the role
of the college and university will take on
even greater importance than it does today.
We have, indeed, come a long, long way
from the lack of public acceptance of insti-
tutions of higher learning and their faculties
into the mainstream of our soclety. For too
long, these institutions and their faculties
were regarded with suspicion and skepti-
clsm—as places and people far removed from
reality. Posslbly this image was generated by
some of the skepticism and aloofness which
prevailed on some of the campuses. In any
event, the atomic age has brought with it an
increasing acceptance by the general public
of the true status in our society of the seats
of learning, and of those who teach and
write. As the general public has become bet-
ter educated, we might also expect to find
a wider acceptance of the dynamic role of
the colleges and universities in our society.
And so, as Dr. Grayson Kirk of Columbia
University noted at a 1965 commencement
exercise, the university and college have be-
come ‘“one of soclety's most cherished insti-
tutions.” For the first time in history, he
added, the institution of higher learning
“finds itself at the very center of soclety.”
And he went on to point out that it is the
agency whereby virtually all of our leaders
are tralned—or at least profoundly influenced
in their attitudes.

With this new status has come some grow-
ing pains, The college is filled with young
people whose natural idealism is as yet un-
tempered by the patience and tolerance of
maturity. They are at a time in their lives
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when a normal reaction against authority
can fairly easily be misdirected into violent
antagonism toward existing political and
economic institutions, law and order, as was
the case at Berkeley, for instance. Nor is their
view that the college should be somehow
dedicated to social reform, more than to edu-
cation, entirely theirs, Every campus has its
faculty members who, by temperament and
conviction, are critics and reformers. They
too are restless for change. And too often
their own views have not been tempered by
practical experience. Needless to say, this
poses problems for Presidents, and Deans—
and for publie officials, too.

There are some strange things taking place
today in the name of “academic freedom”,.
All of us, I am sure, believe that the college
or university should be a forum for diverse
ideas and opinions, for freedom of discus-
sion—so that truth, however elusive it may
be—can be found, But the right to academic
freedom bears a correlative responsibility to
the public, if not to the other members of
the faculty and student body, to take advan-
tage of that freedom with prudence and re-
spect for the views of others. Doctor Kirk
had this to say about 1t:

“Academic freedom for a professor means
that his career may not be jeopardized by
the expression of his views to his students
or to the public. But however much a profes-
sor may assert his rights as a citizen to speak
out on any topie, he ought to think twice
before he makes a ringing public declaration
on a controversial subject, particularly if
it is far removed from his own field of schol-
arly competence. He should hesitate before
doing so simply because no matter how loud
or sincere his disclaimers, he can never en-
tirely shed his scholar’s gown. It may well be
that when he seeks to take off his academic
gown he will have beneath it only the Em-
peror’s clothes, but he cannot escape a cer-
taln popular presumption of intellectual au-
thority—and he has the responsibility not
to abuse it. A scholar has an implied profes-
slonal commitment to approach all issues
more in the spirit of a judge than in that
of an advocate. He has an obligation, in Sir
Walter Moberly's words, to be ‘doubly watch-
ful and critical of the unconscious operation
on his mind of his own pet prejudices and
sympathies . . . an obligation more easily
acknowledged than observed." When a scholar
fails to keep this admonition in mind, in the
long run he puts in danger the public ac=
ceptance of the essential integrity of the
university.”

My guess is that Doctor Kirk had in mind,
particularly, the attempt by some scholars
in recent years to seek to extend their ex-
pertise in the fleld of sclence or literature
into the field of international law or into the
fleld of national politics, This is not to say
that one who is an expert in physics may
not also, through long experience, become
an expert in international relations. But
there are very few who have had the op-
portunity for such experience. When they
undertake to assume a position of authority
in some field that is not their own, this does
not add to either their prestige or to that
of the college or university with whose name
they are associated.

As a former faculty member myself, I have
cultivated a great respect for our institutions
of higher learning and the dedicated citi-
zens who operate them and teach In them,
I believe that as the years go by they will
exert even more influence on public opinion.
And public opinion will determine the des-
tiny of our society.

Sioux Empire College will, I am sure, along
with her faculty, staff and student body, well
fill the role of a center for learning, the
search for .ruth, and a sound and good in-
fluence on all the people of this area. This is
why I am especlally pleased to be here to-
day for your dedication. My heartiest con-
gratulations.
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THE INSURRECTION AT HOWARD
UNIVERSITY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I am shocked and dismayed by the
situation that has developed at Howard
University, here in the Nation's Capital.
I believe that citizens throughout this
country who believe in democratic proc-
esses, who cherish an orderly society and
who, with the tax dollars they pay, sup-
port this Nation’s institutions of higher
learning will be outraged by the fact
that it has become necessary temporarily
to close this institution because of a stu-
dent uprising that can only be described
as anarchy.

This situation is especially disturbing,
Mr. President, because Howard Univer-
sity receives its entire support from the
Federal Government. Its only additional
revenue comes from the tuition and fees
paid by the students.

Mr. President, are we going to allow
our colleges and universities to be de-
stroyed from within? Is every irrespon-
sible student who thinks he has some
grievance going to be allowed to defy
authority with impunity?

This insurrection at Howard Univer-
sity—an institution with a long and dis-
tinguished record of service—is a dis-
graceful climax to a long series of dis-
orders that should never have been tol-
erated, and any knuckling under by the
administration to the student demon-
strators now can do nothing but en-
courage similar lawlessness there and
elsewhere in our colleges and universi-
ties.

The administration of the school can
be commended for thus far refusing to
give in to the demands of the protesters
that the disciplinary charges against
those who disrupted the Charter Day
ceremonies, on March 1, be dropped.
Perhaps it may have been necessary to
close the school temporarily to protect it
from the revolutionaries on the campus
who seek not an education but a continu-
ous confrontation with all established
authority. But it would be tragic for this
closing to continue for any length of
time, for a minority has brought it about.

Mr. President, just as society itself has
the right—the duty first of all above
everything else—to protect itself and to
use every lawful means at its command
to survive, so has an institution of learn-
ing the same right to survive and to en-
force the regulations upon which its sur-
vival depends.

Without discipline there can be no
education and no survival. When stu-
dents are allowed to successfully defy
authority, as they have done at Howard,
then the very foundations upon which
the school must rest will be eaten away,
and it will inevitably collapse.

Mr. President, if the administration at
Howard University is unable to cope with
its revolutionary youngsters, then per-
haps the Congress, which I find supplies
all of the school’s operating expenses ex-
cept those that come from tuition and
students’ fees, should take a look at the
situation.

The Federal Government, of course,
does not set the policy nor direct the
administration at Howard—but if the
Federal Government provides the funds
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with which the school operates, then it
should be concerned about whether or
not law and order is maintained on the
campus and in the buildings, so that the
operating money provided by the tax-
payvers of this Nation may properly be
expended for education, and not for the
support or the toleration of anarchistic
activities.

I suggest, Mr. President, that the De=
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, which requests and allocates these
Federal funds to Howard University as a
“special institution,” has an interest and
a responsibility as to how these funds
are used.

As reported in this morning's Wash-
ington Post, certain law students repre-
senting the Student Bar Association of
Howard University have filed a suit in
the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia seeking the immediate re-
opening of the university. However, I be-
lieve that it is incumbent upon the
trustees of the university and the Act-
ing Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, in his capacity as the highest
ranking officer in the executive branch
who is vested with the supervisory au-
thority over this university, to exercise
immediately all legal remedies available
to them to reopen the university so that
the rights of the great majority of the
student body and the integrity of the
university itself will be fully protected.

I also believe that the Appropriations
Committee of the Senate, of which I am
a member, should inquire carefully into
the appropriation request now pending
before the committee and, in carrying out
its oversight function, look info the situa-
tion which is disrupting the orderly op-
erations of the university. It is no less a
breach of law and order for students to
lay seige to and occupy college adminis-
trative buildings than it would be for the
citizens of Washington to lay seige to
and occupy the District of Columbia’s
seat of government.

Mr. President, what has happened at
Howard University is intolerable. A
weak-kneed response to it will deal a
body blow to higher education all across
this land, for there is more involved
here than any spontaneous, grassroots,
normal, youthful campus chafing at re-
straints. Instead, this is ugly, inspired
and potentially dangerous for colleges
everywhere if it is left to go unchal-
lenged. The stark truth, Mr. President, is
that this university’s campus, here in
the Nation’s Capital, has apparently be-
come infiltrated, infested, and contami-
nated by the apostles of black power
extremism, radicalism, rebellion, and
revolution.

The radical leaders who have seized
control of the school are now demanding
that the president, Dr. James M. Nabrit,
Jr., resign. They demand that a “black
democratic university” be created, which
will offer a “black-oriented” curriculum.

The well-organized group that has
taken over the administration building
is in full control of the building, the
university’s telephone switchboard and
other communications facilities. These
students say they will not relinquish
their position until their demands are
met, which include, in addition to those
I have already enumerated, a demand
that the administration agree not to take
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disciplinary action against the rebellious
students, and that it not seek a court
order to have the invaders removed.

Mr. President, this is revolution in the
classical style. Revolutionaries always
seek to seize and occupy a foeal point of
power, from which they dictate their
demands.

The original demand, of course, was
that the charges against 39 of the uni-
versity's students who disrupted the
school’s Charter Day exercises the 1st of
March, be dropped, and these students
be exonerated—a demand which, if
granted, would seem to me in itself to
destroy the authority and discipline upon
which the school must rest.

I believe it is well for us to look back
for just a moment, Mr. President, to the
original disorder from which the present
vastly greater disorder stems.

On Friday, March 1, the university’s
Charter Day ceremonies were broken up
and halted by a band of some 60 students
who marched to the front of Cramton
Auditorium and occupied the stage while
President Nabrit was speaking.

These students, Mr. President, pre-
sented their own “new charter” for How-
ard University.

President Nabrit was compelled, be-
cause of the presence of the students sur-
rounding him on the stage, to suspend
the proceedings, and it was from this
disturbance that the charges which os-
tensibly triggered the present seizure of
the administration building arose.

Two weeks before the March 1 demon-
stration, an earlier demonstration also
occurred, in which student demands for
the resignation of Dr. Nabrit, Vice Presi-
dent Stanton Wormley, and liberal arts
Dean Frank W. Snowden were presented.

The proposed new charter, which has
been drawn up by the dissident group of
students, would create the Sterling
Brown University, renaming the school
for a former English professor at the
university. This proposed charter would
give the students the sole conirol over
student activities.

Mr. President, Howard University has
graduated thousands of Negroes in the
past who have served their country and
their race with distinetion. It can con-
tinue to do so, but not under the condi-
tions which a mere handful of radicals
have now created. Discipline and law and
order must be restored for the sake of the
overwhelming majority of students who
have had no part in the present disrup-
tive activities. The reports I have had,
Mr. President, indicate that less than a
fourth of the student body of 8,000 is
involved in the rebellion.

Surely, Mr. President, the rights of the
majority in this situation are as impor-
tant as any imagined “rights” of the
minority. The students who wish to at-
tend their classes and get an education
surely have more right on their side than
the invaders who have grabbed the ad-
ministration building have on theirs.

I applaud the statement of the presi-
dent of the university's board of trus-
tees, Mr. Lorimer D. Milton, who said
that the school will be reopened, and
that when it is it will be ‘‘for people who
want to go to college, not sit in the ad-
ministration building.” I would only say
that he could have made it stronger.

I am convinced, Mr. President, that
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many of the young men and women who
may have joined in the demonstration
that has brought the school’s closing are
as yet not completely poisoned by those
who would destroy them, as well as the
university. I would appeal to their par-
ents and to their friends, and to all who
may have any influence with these young
people, to make a strong effort to con-
vince them of the enormity of the offense
which they are committing and of the
severe consequences that may follow the
mistake they are making.

Unless order is restored—and I am sure
it will be—and unless the revolutionary
leaders are banned, Howard University’s
closing could become permanent—and I
am not suggesting it—to the eternal loss
of all who have thoughtlessly aided and
abetted this coup.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp ar-
ticles I have collected from the Wash-
ington Post and the Washington
ﬁvenmg Star, dealing with this situa-

on.

Also, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a table of salaries
and expenses which have been provided
by Congress through the appropriations
process over the past 10-year period; a
table of appropriations made by Con-
gress over the past 10 years for the pur-
pose of construction at Howard Univer-
sity; and a schedule of comprehensive
tuition fees at Howard University. I
think that any reader of the Recorp will
find that the tuition fees are very liberal
and low in comparison with those at
many other colleges and universities
throughout the country. They are low by
virtue of the fact that the taxpayers pick
up most of the tab for the cost of op-
erating the institution.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp tables showing the
amount of payments collected from the
students for the fiscal years from 1967
through 1969.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 22, 1968]
Howarp SiT-INs AsSE RESIGNATION OF
NABRIT
(By Carl Bernstein and Ivan C., Brandon)

Leaders of Howard University’s student
protest yesterday listed new demands—in-
cluding the resignation of President James
M. Nabrit Jr.—as their price for relinquish-
ing control of the school's Administration
Building.

The protesting students, whose numbers
have swelled since they seized the building
in a sit-in that began late Tuesday, vowed to
remain in the four-story structure until the
administration agrees “to the creation of a
black democratic university” without Nabrit
at the helm.

Their demands, enumerated at & press
conference called to announce that the
Howard administration had agreed to meet
with student representatives, included:

The “immediate resignation™ of Nabrit
who, the students sald, “has characteristic-
ally been out of town during the greatest
crisis of the University’s history.”

The dropping of charges by the adminis-
tration against 390 students involved in the
disruption of Charter Day ceremonies on the
campus March 1.

‘“Faculty control over academic affalrs and
student control over student affairs.”

The establishment of a *“black-oriented
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curriculum” and creation of “black aware-
ness institute.”

The creation of a new judiciary system on
the campus, including a diseiplinary code to
be enforced primarily by students.

The reopening by the weekend of the
school, which was closed “indefinitely” by
the administration on Wednesday.

No disciplinary action against students in-
volved in the present administration.

The students’ demands previously had cen-
tered around dropping charges against the
Charter Day demonstrators. The new de-
mands were announced minutes before a 4
p.m. meeting between the administration
and six leaders of the protest.

A. Alexander Morisey, the university's di-
rector of public information, said that four
Howard administration officials had agreed—
through a faculty intermediary—to hear the
students’ demands.

After the meeting, held for about five hours
on the fourth floor of the Medical School
building two blocks from the sit-in scene,
Morisey said the students presented their case
and the administration officials took their
demands under advisement.

Morisey said the officials would meet again
today to discuss student demands and would
issue a statement after the meeting.

Harry Quintana, one of the five students
at the meeting, sald administration officials
promised to issue a written statement saying
that any student found innocent of charges
stemming from the Charter Day disturbance
would not be dismissed from the University.

Quintana said officials also promised they
would not seek a court injunction to remove
students from the Administration Building.

He reported that five administration of-
fielals, including Dr. G. Frederick Stanton,
University secretary; Carl Anderson, associate
dean of students, and Col. James H. Robin-
son, administrative assistant to the academic
vice president, attended the meeting.

The lengthy meeting took place amid
growing indications of criticism of the Ad-
ministration by undergraduates, students in
Howard’s graduate schools and faculty mem-
bers.

In separate meetings, the faculty of the
Howard Law School and the student body
of the University Medical College passed res-
olutions condemning the administration
for shutting down the campus.

“The action of the administration to close
the schools of the University is precipitous
and an impediment to our education,” the
medical students saild in a statement.

“Although we may not approve of the
methods chosen by the undergraduate stu-
dents (who are leading the protest), we sym-
pathize with their grievances. We, too, be-
lieve the administration is unresponsive to
student needs, pays insufficient attention to
requirements of due process and is not at-
tuned to contemporary community prob-
lems.”

The Law School faculty, in a statement
signed by ten professors, called the adminis-
tration's decision to shut down the campus
“illegal” and announced that they would
defy the order and continue to hold classes.

Meanwhile, more than 200 law students
met to vote their ‘“complete agreement”
with demonstrators and seek court action
ordering the administration to reopen the
University.

In the name of the Student Bar Associa-
tion, law students filed suit in U.S. District
Court seeking an injunction that would
order the University reopened immediately.

Falling that, the law students asked that
the Federal Government, which supplies 56
per cent of the University's funds, be en-
joined from giving Howard money and that
the school be put in a trusteeship.

Students said their objective in seeking an
end to Federal funds is rooted in the belief
that the University’s financial dependence on
the Government is a factor in “the adminis-
tration’s repressive policies.”
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The demand to reopen the University was
joined by an ad hoc committee of 50 faculty
members, who called for “the start of mean-
ingful negotiations between students and the
administration to resolve the crisis.”

The committee, which also urged that
charges in the Charter Day incident be
dropped and that a new judiciary system be
established at Howard, announced that its
members will conduct “New University”
classes in the seized Administration Bulilding
until Howard reopens.

Inside the Administration Building, more
than 1000 students seemed more intent than
ever on maintaining their hold on the build-
ing until their demands are met or until
they are arrested.

Working in committees, they ground out
mimeographed statements, maintained the
University switchboard and their own public-
address communications system, bought food,
arranged sleeping quarters and provided
musical entertainment.

Outside the building, another 1000 stu-
dents lent their support to those inside with
speechmaking, errand-running and singing.

In the dormitories, students said they have

no intention of leaving their quarters, by Fri-
day, as ordered by the administration. In one
girls' dormitory, residents had formed a “de-
fense committee” to insure that “nobody puts
us out or locks us in,” in the words of one
coed.
Walking around the campus yesterday,
reporters were unable to find any visible
student sentiment against the demonstra-
tors, except for an occasional statement of
disagreement with the protesters’ methods—
but not their goals. However, only 2500 to
3000 of the university's 8600 students were
estimated to be on the campus.

Meanwhile, in Atlanta, the president of
Howard’s board of trustees condemned the
protest as the work of “anarchists who have
taken over the campus.”

The board president, Lorimer D. Milton,
sald it 1s his understanding that Howard
will reopen “for people who want to re-
ceive a college education, not for students
who want to sit in at the Administration
Building.” Milton, a banker, said his state-
ment “speaks for itself” and refused to elab-
orate. He said he has been in contact with
University officials.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Mar. 21, 1968]
Howarp's REVOLUTION

The senseless, traglc developments at
Howard University are an inevitable con-
sequence of the anarchy which has gripped
that campus. There are no winners in the
closing of the school. Only the losers are
identifiable, and they are the 8,200 stu-
dents of this once-proud university.

No doubt it does not seem so to those
extremist student leaders who loudly pro-
claimed a desire to shut down the university
so that it could be revived later under some
new posture of their choosing. The ultimate
fallacy of their position, however, s that no
such thing will occur, If there is merit in
demands for change of any sort in the direc=-
tlon of Howard, the way to effect the
change is by working through the estab-
lished structure of the university, not by
tearing that structure apart.

And so what has been gained? Further

evidence of the breach between an element

of the student body and the Howard ad-
ministration? Perhaps, but toward what
constructive goal? And on what account?
Certainly the incident cited as responsible
for the revolt and seizure of the university—
a disciplinary hearing set for students who
disrupted the March 1 Charter Day cere-
monies—is an absurd excuse. The Charter
Day disturbance was a disgraceful spectacle
which required disciplinary action. Indeed,
we regret—and perhaps the school adminis-
tration also regrets—that a firm measure of
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discipline was not imposed immediately after
the outbreak of the trouble.

The question now is how to restore an at-
mosphere which will allow operations to re-
sume in some semblance of normalcy, and
no one knows how that challenge will be met.

One thing, however, is sure: The univer-
sity cannot and should not reopen until, in
the administration’s words, “order is re-
stored.” This has properly been reaffirmed by
the school’'s board chairman, who says that
Howard will reopen only “for students who
want to go to college and not for students
who want to sit in the administration build-
ing.”

There is no other way a university can
function. A spirit of student freedom, ques-
tioning and dissent can exist—but only in a
context of administrative order and dis-
cipline. The point at which authority can be
tossed aside and policy can be dictated by a
minority of students is the point at which
the whole environment for learning collapses.

The great majority of Howard students
surely cannot subscribe to the anarchistic
seige tactics which have led to the school's
closing. If they do, it is hard to imagine
where the future of Howard lies.

[From the Washington Evening Star, Mar, 21,
1968]
MoRE JOIN IN TAKEOVER AT HOWARD
(By Paul Delaney and Ernest Holsendolph)

Hundreds of Howard University students
maintained their takeover of the campus
administration building today in a cheerful
but defiant mood over the actlon of uni-
versity trustees yesterday closing the school
indefinitely.

The ranks of students camping in the
building grew from about T00 on the first
night of the protest demonstration, which
began Tuesday, to about 1,200 last night,

The predominantly Negro, Howard demon-
strators were joined by about 50 white stu-
dents, mostly from American and George
Washington Universities, as well as by stu-
dents from American’s Black Student Union,
protest leaders sald:

Howard’s law students last night voted to
support the demonstration, demanding
among other things the exoneration of a
group of students charged with disrupting
a university Charter Day program March 1.

MEDICAL SCHOOL TO VOTE

The Medical School was scheduled to vote
its stand today. Several white-coated medical
students were observed among the demon-
strators yesterday. After suspending classes
at noon yesterday, officials announced at 3
pm. that the entire university would be
closed two hours later, and that unless the
disruption was discontinued, the dormitories
must be cleared by Friday.

University officlals, including President
James M. Nabrit, Jr., remained unavailable
all day yesterday, but last night the chair-
man of the board of trustees Lorimer D. Mil-
ton, issued a stern warning to the student
demonstrators. He sald he does not know
when the university will reopen and added:

“But when it does reopen, it will reopen for
students who want to go to college and not
for students who want to sit in the admin-
istration building.”

Speaking by phone from Atlanta, Milton
said the university is consulting lawyers “to
find out what legal action can be taken.” He
would not speculate on whether the uni-
versity would seek a U.S. District Court in-
Jjunction against the students so that federal
law officers, rather than city police, could
enforce it.

Inside the administration building, oper-
ating with the same efficiency they have
shown since their demonstration began,
student leaders directed an occupation of all
the building floors with teams of marshals,
a cadre that controlled the university's
switchboard and work crews who kept the
floor clean.

A well-organized food detail was dispensing
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coffee, doughnuts, fruit, bacon and eggs, with
the aid of hot plates brought into the lobby.

Students, many showing signs of weari-
ness from nights on hard floors, went in
and out from time to time to freshen up in
their dormitory rooms.

Though the students made it clear that
their immediate interest was to block any
planned diseiplinary action against 30 stu-
dentl accused of disrupting a Charter Day

on campus March 1, they also told
repotberl they seek a student judiciary to
‘handle discipline problems and more courses
in “black * and culture.

Ewart Brown, the student body president;
Anthony Gittens, leaders of Ujaama, a mili-
tant campus movement, and Alfred Badding-
ton-Johnson, senior class president, called on
Nabrit to reply to a month-old demand by
some militants that his “incompetent™ ad-
ministration resign.

They also demanded relnstatement of
black power advocate Nathan Hare and sev-
eral other Howard professors, who they
claimed had been fired because of militant
activity.

The students sald they would “reconsider™
their stand on these questions, however, if
the Charter Day protestors were exonerated,

University officlals sald In their statement
yesterday:

“The university will exert every effort to
reopen the university at the earliest pos-
sible time and will continue to explore and
consider all means of resolving the prohlem
of the students' protest and unrest.”

“Notice of this actlon (the closing of the
university) is being forwarded to parents
and guardians.”

The statement was issued by the university
public relations director, who refused to
identify the authors except to say they were
a “group of administrators.”

Although Howard 1s a private institution
headed by an independent board of trustees,
about two-thirds to three-quarters of its an-
nual operating budget has for years been
provided by the federal government, accord-
ing to a spokesman for the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare,

He noted however, that the government's
participation in policy-making at Howard
was limited to finances.

Some Law School faculty members, who
declined to be identified, sald last night it is
“ridiculous” to shut down the entire uni-
versity because of a demonstration involving
mainly undergraduates,

*This disruption can only be stopped one
of two ways,” one feacher said, “either by
direct use of force or by a meeting of the
minds between students and the administra-

on.

“The first cholce 15 unthinkable and the
latter will require more effective leadership
than we have seen.”

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 21, 1968]

SropENT PrROTEST CLOSES HOWARD—SIT-INS
Sray 1w CampUs BUILDING AS OFFICIALS
BUsSPEND CLASSES

(By Paul W. Valentine and Ivan C. Brandon)

Officlals closed down Howard University in-
definitely yesterday as hundreds of students
took over the Administration Building—
nerve center of the campus—in a kind of
Jjoyous coup.

The “siege and unauthorized occupation”
of the building has caused the “forcible ces-
sation” of University functions, sald a terse

tlon statement issued to news-
men.

All students are required to vacate dormi-
tories by Friday, the statement sald, and the
campus will stay closed “until order is re-
stored.”

A University spokesman said about mid-
night that the administration “is seeking ap-
propriate legal action to restore its opera-
tions.” There are still no plans to evict dis-
sldent studerts forcibly from University
buil lings, he said.
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“The dorms will not close,” countered
Howard Student Assembly president Ewart
Brown when told of the administration state-
ment. “There will be students in the dorms
Saturday morning.”

Late last night students began taking mat-
tresses out of the dormitories and placing
them in the halls of the Administration
Building.

The mass sit-in at the brick, four-story Ad-
ministration Building began late Tuesday,
sparked by administration refusal in the
face of student demands to drop disciplinary
charges agalnst two dozen students involved
in disrupfing Charter Day ceremonies on the
campus March 1.

It was the latest expression of protest
against faculty-dominated disciplinary proce-
dures and a more general underlying dis-
satisfaction with what they feel s an “Uncle
Tom™ attitude among administrators at the
predominantly Negro University.

Hearings on the charges against the
Charter Day demonstrators were postponed
last night by University officials pending re-
opening of the school. The hearings were to
have begun Saturday.

Howard, with 8200 students, 1s a private,
nonprofit institution which gets 56 per cent
of its operating expenses from the Federal
Government,

Yesterday's erowd ebbed and flowed about
the Administration Bullding, growing to as
many as 1000 at times.

Student leaders said about 50 white stu-
dents, most of them from American Univer-
sity and George Washington University, had
joined the protest group in the Administra-
tion Bullding by last night, A few faculty
3&;:1!1«3 had also joined the protest, they

An almost festive mood prevailed. The
morale of hundreds of students sitting in
the bullding's hallways was high,

Most bullding employes, except postal
workers, were barred from entry. The build-
ing contains the school bank, all administra-
tive offices, the treasurer’s office, the records
office and telephone switchboard.

Up to late yesterday, locked rooms were
left alone, but all other rooms were filled
with students. The switchboard was taken
over by students who refused to put most
calls through.

“I'm sorry, I can't connect you,” came a
polite female voice. “This 18 a student pro-
test and the University is closed.”

The protesters also took over a faculty
parking lot next to the Administration Build-
ing, but by late yesterday had not occupled
other parts of the campus.

CLASSES SUSPENDED

At mnoon, Assistant Liberal Arts Dean
Charles Hurst suspended classes for the rest
of the day. The administration statement
closing down the entire campus came & little
later.

Campus security guards locked most build-
ings at noon. Hundreds of students, appar-
ently only vaguely aware of the protest activ-
ity, attempted to go to scheduled classes in
the afterncon and found the doors to all
buildings locked.

Hundreds of other students, some highly
partisan others just curious, stood in front
of the Administration Building, watching.

A student in bright African garb urged
them through a bullhorn to join the protest
and enter the bullding.

Inside, the hallways were filling with
blankets, pillows and food contalners, as the
protesters prepared to stay for the night.

They consumed hot dogs, potato chips,
milk and orange juice obtained from the two
campus cafeterias in addition to food they

on their own. Students also
brought in knives, forks and plates from the
cafeterias.

Btudents perlodically swept the corridors
and attempted to keep the place clean. A
phonograph resounded with the recorded
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volces of playwright LeRol Jones and assas-
sinated Black Muslim leader Malcolm X.

ADMINISTRATORS MEET

During the day, administration leaders
met secretly in the University's Medical
School. They did not communicate with
student representatives and refused to talk
with newsmen. Howard President James M.
Nabrit Jr. was understood to be in Puerto
Rico.

“Whenever there’s a crisis here,” snapped
Btudent Assembly President Brown, “Na-
brit’s always in Geneva or the United Na-
tions.”

An expected showdown between the stu-
dents and administration at 1 p.m. never
materialized. Student leaders sald they had
demanded that the administration drop dis-
ciplinary charges against two dozen stu-
dents by that time.

They sald they expected campus or cliy
police to attempt to oust them then, but the
students intended to hold the bullding “by
any means necessary.”

Campus police were rarely in evidence yes-
terday. City police were ordered to stay away
from the campus, but 40 men in the Civil
Disturbance Unit were on standby alert with
equipment including tear gas ready for use.

The day shift of regular police officers was
also held for 20 minutes past its normal 4
pm. quitting time and then released.

Assistant U.8. Attorney Joel D. Blackwell
met with administration leaders at the Medi-
cal School but would not discuss the meet-
ing.

His boss, U.8. Attorney David G. Bress,
sald the administration had requested a con-
sultation with someone in his office on the
legal aspects of the student-administration
dispute. It was understood they also dis-
cussed possible charges, including disorderly
conduct and unlawful entry, against the pro-
testors.

Marion Barry, head of Pride, Inc., dropped
by last night for a period of observation. He
made no speeches and had no comments on
the situation for mnewsmen.

Meanwhile, financial support for the sit-
in dribbled in throughout the day—most of
it in small amounts until the arrival of a
check for $100 from Donald 5. Jones of
Philadelphia, who described himself as a
former psychologist at the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley who could sympathize
first-hand with the protesters.

Students are specifically protesting charges
against two dozem students involved in the
disruption of Charter Day ceremonies on the
campus March 1. The accused students were
to face disciplinary hearings this Saturday
before a “judiciary’” panel of both faculty
and fellow students.

Assembly President Brown sald, however,
that the panel is dominated by faculty and
the student members are “picked” by the
administration, “It's a court,” he
said, "dominated by the faculty who will
let the ax fall on students' necks.”

If the administration agrees to drop
charges against the students, he said, the
protesters will “consider” withdrawing from
the Administration Building. In the mean-
while, he sald, they are prepared to stay
there indefinitely.

The Organization of African and Afro-
American Students at AU and the Black
Students Union at GW also issued a joint
statement of support and sald they were
ready to “respond to any request" for help
by Howard students.

[From the Washington Post, Mar, 2, 1968]
HowaArp STUDENTS DISRUPT CEREMONY
(By Carl W. Sims)

About 60 students interrupted the Charter
Day exercises at Howard University yesterday
charter estab-
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Estimate to Bu House Senate Appropria-
Fiscal year Bureau ?f hestim allowance allowance lwtidm

$4, 496, 637 $4,396,600  $4,396,600 %4, 396, 600 §4, 350, 300
4, 850, 000 4,617, 000 4,617, 000 4,617,000 4,617, 000
5,517,400 490, 000 5, 490, 000 5, 490, 000 5, 490, 000
7,012,000 1,007,000 7, 007, 000 7,007, 000 7,007,000
8, 199, 000 + 935, 000 7,935, 000 7, 935, 000 7,935, 000
8,934, 300 8,819, 000 8, 819, 000 8, 819, 000 8, 819, 000
9, 830, 000 , 843, 000 9, 843, 000 9, 843, 000 9, 843, 000

11, 416, 000 1, 198, 000 11,198,000 11,198 000 11,198, 000

13, 534, 000 13, 534, 000 13, 534, 000 13, 534, 000 13, 534, 000

16, 069, 000 15, 300, 000 15,300,000 15, 300, 000 15, 300, 000

234, 000 234,
18,632, 000

CONSTRUCTION

: Estimate to Budget House Senale Appropria-
Fiscal year Bureau of timat H Il tion
Budget 1o Congress
1958 $412, 000 $412, 000 $412, 000 $412, 000 $412, 000
1959 334, 000 171,000 123, 000 123, 000 1.23:0CI'.I
1960. 6, 280, 300 21, 000 21, 000 21, 000 21, 000
1961__... 4,877, 000 1, 658, 000 1, 658, 000 1, 658, 000 1, 658, 000
1962. 4, 761, 000 4, 958, 000 4,958, 000 4, 958, 000 4,908, 000
1964 QU000  GIR00  EMLO00 LS00 bt o0
1965 C  L811,000 1,810,000 1,810,000 1,810,000 1, 810, 000
1966, 2,920, 000 2,920, 000 2,920, 000 2,920, 000 2,920, 000
1967 3, 342, 000 3,342, 000 3,342, 000 3, 342, 000 3, 342, 000
R e o - e 23,134,000 23,111,000 3, 926, 000 3,926, 000 3,926, 000
L = —- 24,529,000 2,209,000 __
Total... 30, 982, 000
HOWARD UNIVERSITY—SCHEDULE OF COMPREHENSIVE TUITION FEES?
Fees for 2 Feesfor2
semesters semesters
School or college: School or college—Continued
Graduate g‘nﬂ .......................... $400 Medici 700
Social work 400 Dentistry_ ... . 550
400 Dental hygiene. . 400
[ 3 Fine arts: 3
380 Artand drama. ... .0 T w0
[ 380

1Comprehensive tuition includes fees previously charged for tuition, athletics, health service, library, laboratory, and graduation.
HOWARD UNIVERSITY—STUDENT PAYMENTS

1966 1967 1968 1969
actual actual estimate estimate
Number of full-time student 7,612 8, 201 8,439 8, 801
Average amaunt collected per stud : 5810 $1,090 31,105 $1, 105
Total amount collected from STOENTS..-_..-..-ooooonoooomnooeneons $6,214,320 98,939,090 99,325,095 §9,725, 105
Tuition
Student activity fee
Room and board_ _._
Total 1

1 Average student payment is approximately 34 of $1,450 because of scholarship aid and because not all students live on campus,

1966 actual 1967 actual 1968 estimate 1969 estimate
B $11,198,000 §13,534,000 $15,534 $18, 330, 000
U
RE‘.E' and reimbursements from: F y
Frmey s sl N ST ) S 686,900 813,000 1,380,000 93, 000
NOM-FEARral SOURCES. o oo oo oo oo e 1,264,000 12,180,000 13,578,000 14,127,000
o o 1 L R WA 23,148,000 26,527,000 30,892,000 32,550,000

University President James M. Nabrit Jr.
and some guests were on the stage of Cram-
ton Auditorium on the Howard campus when
the students rose from their seats in the
audience about 11:15 a.m.

While some students passed out leaflets
outlining the proposed charter, others walked
to the front of the hall where they sat on the
edge of the stage. After Nabrit made two of
the four scheduled awards to alumni, the
students climbed onto the stage and sur-
rounded him,

Nabrit conferred with them for a minute or
two and then announced that the assembly
was over, After singing the Alma Mater most
of the audience of about 1200 left the audi-
torium while 200 students stayed to hear
student leaders Anthony Gittens and Michael
Harris read the proposed charter,

The remaining two awards were made at
the Charter Day banquet without incident
last night in the Sheraton-Park Hotel.

Two weeks ago in another demonstration
on the campus a petition was delivered to

7415

the school administration making certain de-
mands of the school and calling for the resig-
nation of Nabrit, Vice President Stanton
Wormley and Liberal Arts Dean Frank M.
Snowden. The University was given until
yesterday to respond to the demands.

The proposed charter would create the
Sterling Brown University, named for former
English professor at the school. It also out-
lines the powers and structure of the board
of trustees, would give power to determine
academiec policy to the faculty and would give
students sole control over student activities.

By the time the charter was read, the lights
and public address system in the auditorium
had been turned off.

There was no cantact between demonstra-
tors and guards or officials on the stage.

Adrienne Mann, editor of the student news-
paper, The Hilltop, sald the students “had
been glven to understand that Nabrit would
respond to their list of demands at the cere-
mony. Instead he had Dean Gandy (Samuel
L. Gandy, of the School of Religion) speak
about ‘Constructive Revolution' and not al-
lowing a minority of students to speak for
the majority."”

Richard G. Hatcher, mayor of Gray, Ind.,
was supposed to speak at the ceremony mark-
ing the 101st anniversary of the school's
founding, but Nabrit announced at the be-
ginning that Hatcher was forced to cancel the
engagement because of pressing business.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
Liams of New Jersey in the chair). The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, if there be no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I move,
in accordance with the previous order,
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 12 o'cloek meridian Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 8 minufes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, March 25,
1968, at 12 o'clock meridian.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive nominations withdrawn
from the Senate March 22, 1968:

POSTMASTERS

The nomination sent to the Senate on
February 2, 1968, of Mark C, Liddell to be
postmaster at Southern Pines, in the State of
North Carolina.

The nomination sent to the Senate on
February 20, 1968, of George R. Connor to be
postmaster at Zell, in the State of South
Dakota.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate March 22, 1968:
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
Meriwether Lewis Clark Tyler, of New York,
to be alternate Federal Cochairman of the
Appalachian Reglonal Commission.
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